General Education Final Report to Faculty Senate, May 2011

As usual for the General Education Committee (GEC), this year was quite busy with the main focus being analyzing the results of the first two years of formal assessment of all GE courses taught during the 2008-09 and 2009-10 academic years. Before beginning this report, I would like to thank Maria Ly, Tom Pribek, Gerald Iguchi, Rafique Ahmed, Tom Gendreau, Michele Pettit, James Peirce, Michael Current, Jean Hindson, and David Riley for their hard work, insightful comments, and clear passion for the job at hand. 

The GEC received one specific charge from Faculty Senate (FS):
· Work closely with the new assessment coordinator, as well as the ad hoc Assessment Committee, in providing the necessary data for the upcoming Higher Learning Commission(HLC) follow-up report. Please stay in contact with the faculty assistant to the Provost, Bob Hoar, concerning the HLC report. This report is due in September 2011.

We completed this charge, as well as many other things during the year, the highlights of which are as follows:

· The main focus of the GEC this year was in response to the charge from FS. With much help from the Assessment Coordinator, Patrick Barlow, we analyzed all data for the first two years of GE course assessment, including relevant results from the NSSE and CLA. We summarized our findings in a short report that was sent out to all campus instructors, as well as to those administrators responsible for writing the report due to the HLC in September, 2011. The full report can be found at the end of this document. 

· The new set of SLOs was used in assessment for the first time this year and those data are due in July, 2011. Departments have also been asked to re-map their GE courses in light of these modified SLOs, and that information is due by the end of May, 2011. I recommend that the GEC examine the SLO mapping information early in 11-12 to determine if any SLOs are not being assessed, and whether courses need to be developed to address those SLOs, or whether SLOs need to be removed from the GE Program. 

· After collecting and analyzing GE course assessment data for three years, the GEC has decided to require that all courses be assessed only once every three years on the following schedule:
	
	SLOs to be assessed 

	AY 2011-12
	I-1 through I-3; and II-1 through II-7

	AY 2012-12
	III-1 through III-4; and IV-1 through IV-5

	AY 2013-14
	V-1 through V-5; and VI-1 through VI-4


More information about this change can be found on the third page of the appended report. 


· In response to concern from some departments, an appeals process was developed to help with departments whose assessment tools are repeatedly declined by the GEAC. The appeals process was passed by both the GEC and FS this spring and will be in place starting in Fall 2011. 

· Seven new courses were added to GE this year: SPA 103, ART 172, CT 100, CST 271, ESL 250, ESL 251, ESL 252, and ESL 253. One revised course was also passed, ARC 100. 

· Seven student appeals were heard this year, the highest number in the past three years of my being on this committee. It is becoming evident that a formal process for appeals needs to be in place to ensure that consistency continues. Therefore, I recommend that the GEC be charged with developing a formal appeals process for students who want a waiver or substitution in their GE curriculum.

· Bryan Kopp brought several WE proposals to the committee that were passed. In addition, the Education Studies Department presented a proposal to become a Writing in the Major department which was also passed. Bryan continues to work on the regulation and implementation of this part of the GE program, and this year, an assessment of WIM was added to the requirement for APR. I recommend that the GEC be charged to continue working with Bryan Kopp on improvements to WE/WIMP in 11-12, particularly with regard to assessment of writing on campus. 

· Thanks once again to the hard work and efficiency (and endless patience) of the ad hoc General Education Assessment Committee (GEAC) (Chair Scott Cooper/Kenny Hunt, Cris Prucha, Elizabeth Knowles, and Linda Dickmeyer), a report of last year’s assessment was made available to us late this spring. In addition, the GEAC headed up the third year of formalized GE assessment, with most departments complying with the assessment piece. The GEAC became a permanent committee this year and will begin its duties as such in Fall 2011.

· We were not provided GE Innovation Grant funding this year due to budget shortfalls, making this the third year in a row that this grant opportunity has been absent from campus. We hope to reinstate these grants in 11-12, particularly to provide incentive to develop new courses and/or assess different SLOs. 







Recommendations for FS Charges for GEC in 11-12:
· Examine the SLO mapping information early in 11-12 to determine if any SLOs are not being assessed, and whether courses need to be developed to address those SLOs, or whether SLOs need to be removed from the GE Program. 
· Develop a formal appeals process for students who want a waiver or substitution in their GE curriculum.
· Continue working with Bryan Kopp on improvements to WE/WIMP in 11-12, particularly with regard to assessment of writing on campus. 


Sincerely,
Anne Galbraith
Chair of GEC 10-11

Analysis of General Education Course Assessment Data from AYs 2008-09/2009-10
April 25, 2011

Summary
During the 2010-2011 academic year, the General Education Committee (GEC) examined the most relevant and recent data from the General Education (GE) course level assessment process, the Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA), and the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) as part of the process of reviewing the current GE Program.  These data were obtained in AYs 2008-09 and 2009-10. The Assessment Coordinator, Dr. Patrick Barlow, played an integral role in helping the GEC analyze and draw conclusions from these data. A copy of Dr. Barlow’s entire summary of the analysis is appended to this report (Appendix A). 

History
In September, 2005, Faculty Senate approved a list of 36 Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) divided into four broad learning goals (Appendix B). In AY 2007-08, departments teaching GE courses were asked to map each of their GE courses to relevant SLOs. By the end of Spring, 2008, an ad hoc General Education Assessment Committee (GEAC) had been formed which designed and implemented an electronic mechanism to retrieve assessment data for each course in the GE Program. A website was in place by Fall 2008 that allowed the GEAC to review assessment tools submitted for each GE course’s chosen SLOs. (The GEAC’s review process can be found in Appendix C). Once an assessment tool was approved, GE course instructor(s) used that tool to assess SLOs during the AY 2008-09. Data generated were uploaded to the GEAC website, and each department discussed results of the assessment(s) and made recommendations for any curricular changes for the following year that might improve scores on the assessment instrument. Compliance among GE instructors and departments was high, with over 90% of courses having assessment tools and nearly 75% of courses having data and recommendations for improvement. The GEC hopes that compliance is even higher in the future now that an appeals process has been put into place for assessment tools denied by the GEAC.

Assessment compliance was equally successful in AY 2009-10. However, some changes were made that year that took effect in AY 2010-11. Specifically, modifications were made to the wording of the SLOs to allow them to be more assessable. In addition, some SLOs that were too broad or redundant were either merged with others, or deleted. In addition, the four learning goals were replaced with six Shared Learning Goals (SLGs) so that our campus was more in line with SLGs that were adopted by UW-System and LEAP (Liberal Education and America’s Promise; http://www.aacu.org/leap). The final list of 28 SLOs divided among six SLGs was approved by Faculty Senate in November, 2009 (Appendix D). These SLOs were used for the first time during GE course assessment in 2010-11 and data are due in Summer, 2011. In addition, a request has been made that departments teaching GE courses re-map their SLOs in light of the changes. This remapping information is due to the GEC at the end of May, 2011. Finally, the CLA and NSSE have been taken again by a sample of our students, and those results will become available in Summer, 2011.  

Analysis of Data Collected During AYs 2008-09 and 2009-10
Overall, assessment data indicated that students are achieving the SLOs of the GE Program. Numbers of students achieving one of five levels (exemplary, proficient, competent, poor, fail) for each SLO assessed were summarized from GE courses for AYs 2008-09 and 2009-10. For nearly every SLO assessed, the vast majority of students were competent or better. Results of these course assessments were analyzed in conjunction with results from the CLA (which measures student abilities) and NSSE (which measures student perceptions). The following items merited specific attention. Note that the numbering system for SLOs uses the more recent set approved in 2009 that is found in Appendix D. 
1.  Our students have strengths in many areas. For example, two years of data collected from large numbers of students indicated that about 90% of students are competent or better in all six of the SLGs, including the following SLOs:
· I-1: Identify fundamental principles, theories, concepts, methodologies, tools or issues from various disciplines
· II-4: Critically assess hypotheses or theses
· III-1: Develop and defend coherent interpretations, or summarize main ideas, of texts, performances, or works of art 
· III-3: Evaluate artistic presentations as commentary on society or the human experience
· IV-5: Formulate and support ideas with sufficient reasoning, evidence and persuasive appeals, and proper attribution
· V-4: Communicate effectively with members of another culture
· VI-4: Analyze the effect one’s decisions and choices have on self and others
CLA and NSSE data either supported, or did not negate, results of these GE course assessment data. 

2. Our students appeared to have three primary areas of weakness on which we should focus our efforts. SLO II-2 (Use mathematical or logical methods to solve problems) data showed that only 57-65% of over 1400 students assessed in the two years were competent or better.  Results from the CLA for first year students corroborated these GE course assessment data, although CLA data indicated that seniors had mastered this SLO well above expectations. SLO IV-3 (Use a variety of resources to locate, retrieve and evaluate relevant sources and information) showed from one year’s assessment data that only 42% of 225 students were competent or better. Both CLA and NSSE data agreed with these GE course assessment data. Finally, SLO VI-2 (Explain how knowledge from various disciplines is essential to individual or societal health and well-being) showed that only 48% of about 50 students were competent or better.  

Collectively, data from all three sources (GE course assessment, CLA, and NSSE) indicated that faculty should try to focus on exposing students, particularly first year students, to opportunities for evaluating and synthesizing information from multiple sources and from across disciplines. In addition, NSSE data suggested that first year students might benefit from more opportunities for making presentations. Finally, faculty should try to integrate more critical thinking exercises into their curricula where possible, again particularly for first year students. 

3. After making changes to the SLOs in 2009, several had either not been assessed at all during the first two years, or were not assessed very frequently (only one of the two years) and/or did not use large numbers of students during the assessment (defined here as assessing less than 50 students), particularly during the second year of data collection. The GEC understands that some of these SLOs are new and thus could not be assessed during the first two years of GE assessment. However, the GEC encourages faculty to adopt and assess these SLOs in the future so the GEC can determine if the GE Program is addressing these SLOs adequately. The SLOs in need of focus include the following:
Not assessed at all
· I-2: Synthesize information from different disciplines or perspectives to solve problems, gain new experiences, or create new things
· *II-7: Demonstrate an understanding of complex systems of thought
· IV-1: Express ideas, facts, opinions or beliefs in ways that are relevant and appropriate to the audience, context, purpose or genre
· IV-2: State an idea/argument and develop it in a logical, organized form using conventional grammar, punctuation and formatting
· IV-4: Identify factors that facilitate effective communication and factors that impede effective communication
· **VI-3: Identify strategies for improving self or society through involvement, leadership, or civic engagement
Not assessed frequently (only one of the two years) and/or assessed using small numbers of students (less than 50 students)
· I-3: Explain the impact of science and technology on the environment, human experience or social change
· II-6: Explain how content is shaped by the context in which it was created
· III-4: Explain factors that make lives meaningful
· **V-2: Explain how values and ideas of cultures have evolved or how patterns of globalization have shaped the modern world
· **V-5: Articulate one’s own moral values, explain processes one uses to make ethical decisions, or examine one’s perspective on current ethical issues
· **VI-2: Explain how knowledge from various disciplines is essential to individual or societal health and well-being

*SLO II-7 was written specifically for GE courses in the humanities and was not available to assess during the time period for which this report was written. 

**Overall, the lowest numbers of students have been assessed in SLGs V and VI. The GEC encourages departments that teach courses with SLOs in these two categories (see above) to collect assessment data on them. The GEC  also encourages assessment of any of the other SLOs listed above during the next assessment cycle.  

4. Continued efforts should be made to make obvious connections between SLOs and GE courses for students. GE course instructors should, at the very least, list SLOs that are addressed in their courses in course syllabi. In addition, the GEC should restructure the way the GE Program is presented to students in the Course Catalog to make Student Learning Goals (SLGs) and Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) more of the focus of the program.  

Future GE Assessment 
Assessment will continue to be done on each GE course in the program. However, beginning in AY 2011-12, the GEC will only require each course to be assessed once every three years. This should provide more and sufficient time for departments to respond to their individual data analyses and make any necessary changes to courses prior to assessing effects of those curricular changes. SLO data will be collected each year based on the following timeline:

	
	SLOs to be assessed 

	AY 2011-12
	I-1 through I-3; and II-1 through II-7

	AY 2012-12
	III-1 through III-4; and IV-1 through IV-5

	AY 2013-14
	V-1 through V-5; and VI-1 through VI-4



If a course has SLOs in multiple SLGs, the course can be assessed in the year of the department’s choosing. However, all courses must be assessed at least once within this three-year cycle. The GEC strongly encourages departments to choose to assess some of the SLOs that are listed above in point #3 (page 2) during the next assessment cycle. 
APPENDIX A
Draft Recommendations to the General Education Committee
Related to the Six Areas of Student Learning Goals
Patrick Barlow, Ph.D.
University Assessment Coordinator
March 2, 2011

Overview:  During 2010-2011 academic year, the General Education Committee has reviewed the most relevant and recent data from the course level assessment process, the Collegiate Learning Assessment, and the National Survey of Student Engagement as part of the process of reviewing the current curriculum.  Given that some of this review occurred early in the fall semester, this document is provided as a summary of plausible recommendations for the committee to consider based on the evidence reviewed.  It shares the same analysis shared verbally by the assessment coordinator in prior meetings.  It is hoped that the committee members may make use of these recommendations as they plan for the future of the curriculum and fulfill their role to “{conduct] a systematic review of the General Education Program by examining existing courses on a regular, rotating basis, and recommending curricular changes” (UW-L Faculty Senate By-Laws, Section II, H, 2).  

I. Knowledge of Human Cultures and the Natural World including breadth of knowledge and the ability to think beyond one’s discipline, major, or area of concentration. This knowledge can be gained through the study of the arts, humanities, languages, sciences, and social sciences. 
Students will be able to:
1. Identify fundamental principles, theories, concepts, methodologies, tools or issues from various disciplines
2. Synthesize information from different disciplines or perspectives to solve problems, gain new experiences, or create new things
3. Explain the impact of science and technology on the environment, human experience or social change 
Results Summary:
Course Level Process:
· Data indicate strong performance for outcome I.1.  No data was recorded by courses for outcome I.2 during this period. One course (n=25 each year) presented positive data to outcome I.3 yet was of limited size.   Reviewing the curriculum map of 2008, 11 courses of the 38 (29%) that identified one of these outcomes as a primary or secondary outcome supported by the course supplied data for each year. With the results that were submitted, we have the following combined exemplary, proficient, and competent ratings. Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of student works rated in that outcome area.  
	Outcome
	08-09 Ratings
	09-10 Ratings

	I.1
	82% (758)
	75% (1658)

	I.2
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	I.3
	100% (25)
	96% (25)








Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA):
· Students demonstrated growth well above expectations (94th percentile) in the skills related to the performance task in which students have to synthesize information from several documents and sort useful from flawed information.  First year students did demonstrate an at expected performance (59th percentile) with seniors showing  above expected performance (85th percentile).  Expected performance on the CLA  is based on regression equation using  prior academic ability as measured by the SAT or ACT score converted to an SAT metric.  

National Survey and Student Engagement (NSSE):
· NSSE  results provide a picture that first year students report less exposure to papers/projects that call for integrating ideas from across sources than students in our Carnegie (p<.001) and National ( p < .01) comparison  groups. 
·  A curious pattern exists where our first year report higher frequency of assignments asking them to analyze ( p < .001) and synthesize ( p < .01) information when compared to our UW system peers but a lower frequency when comparing UW-L  against the National sample ( p < .01 for both items).  For both first year and seniors, ratings of the frequency of assignments that call for making judgments about the value of information were below both the Carnegie and National Peers (p < .001 for these comparisons).   
· Regarding the application of theories or concepts to problems, our first year (p < .001) and senior students (p < .01) responses place us above the UW system group.  
·  When asked if their UW-L experience had contributed to their ability to solve complex problems , seniors’ ratings placed us above our UW system (p < .01) and Carnegie ( p < .05) peers.   UW-L’s contribution to the students acquiring a broad general education was rated by the first year students at levels above our UW system peers (p < .01) and the seniors as above the UW system (p < .001), Carnegie (p < .001), and National (p < .01) peer groups  

	Recommendation
	Rationale

	· Secure  additional data from the course level process outcomes I.2 & I.3 to provide fuller picture of attainment of outcomes in this area.
	· Majority of data from course level process relates I.1 and show strong student performance related to that goal.  

	· Maintain structure of program around outcome I.1
	· Course level data indicate 83% of ratings in 08-09, 75% in 09-10 in the competent or above levels.  

	· Encourage faculty to consider further use of assignments that  lead students to evaluating and synthesize information from multiple sources and from across disciplines or provide more clarity that this is one of the learning goals of current assignments.  
	· Strong performance on the CLA indicates some positive impact on this ability yet NSSE data indicates students are reporting lower levels of experience with these tasks against either the national or Carnegie peer groups data.



II. Critical and Creative Thinking Skills including inquiry, problem solving, and higher-order qualitative and quantitative reasoning. 
Students will be able to:
1. Construct or use models to analyze, explain or predict phenomena
2. Use mathematical or logical methods to solve problems 
3. Identify and use methods of inquiry appropriate to solve particular problems
4. Critically assess hypotheses or theses
5. Detect patterns underlying phenomena and draw reasonable inferences from information
6. Explain how content is shaped by the context in which it was created
7. Demonstrate an understanding of complex systems of thought

Course Level Process:
· This area reported the most ratings from student work (4705 in 08-09, 5241 in 09-10) from 23 courses in 08-09, 21 courses in 09-10 representing about 12% of possible courses in 08-09, 11% in 09-10.  With the results that were submitted, we have the following combined exemplary, proficient, and competent ratings. Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of student works rated in that outcome area.  No data was collected for outcome II.7 as this was a new outcome formulated in Nov. 2009.

	Outcome
	08-09 Ratings
	09-10 Ratings

	II.1
	70% (1520)
	62% (1540)

	II.2
	65% (712)
	57% (768)

	II.3
	78% (1588)
	71% (1838)

	II.4
	92% (521)
	90%  (918)

	II.5
	56% (331)
	79% (177)

	II.6
	94% (33)
	0% (no data)

	II.7
	0% (no data)
	0% (no data)


Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA):
· Data from the CLA critique-an-argument task may closely align with outcome II.4, as students are asked to point out logical flaws or other errors.  Our first year students performed below expectations (69th percentile) while seniors student performed well above (90th percentile).  The growth between the two groups was noted as well above expectations and placed our amount of change at the 98th percentile compared to the other schools that year.
National Survey and Student Engagement (NSSE):
· Five of the NSSE items appeared to be relevant to outcomes in this area.  When asked about the frequency of having course activities that asked them to make judgments about the value of information, arguments, and data (related to II.4).  First year and Seniors reported levels on par with UW system peers but significantly below our Carnegie and National comparison groups (all tests p< .001, effect sizes -.16 for FY, -.11 for SR).
· When asked about the typical weekly numbers of homework problem sets (related to II.2, II.3) they had to work taking more than an hour  First year ratings were above UW system peers, (p < .01) and on par with Carnegie and National comparison groups.  Seniors response in the item placed them below all three comparison groups.  (p < .001,effect sizes -.22 for UW peers, -.30 Carnegie peers, -.26 National sample).  The ratings change when looking at problem sets taking less than one hour.  First year ratings set themselves above all three comparison groups (p < .05 UW, p < .001 Carnegie & National peers).  Seniors ratings of these short sets were below UW peers (p < .001) and on par with the other two groups.  
· Students reported UW-L impact on critical thinking such that First year students were above system UW peers, below National sample (p < .05).  Senior ratings in this item were above UW and Carnegie peers on this item.
· The item on UW-L impact on analyzing quantitative problems had First year students ratings place above UW peers (p < .01) and on par with the other comparisons.  Seniors ratings were on par with all three comparison groups.  


	Recommendation
	Rationale

	· Investigate the outcome II.2  more deeply, possibly targeting a project on understanding performance related to this outcome. 


	· The course level process indicated the lowest combined percentage of positive ratings to this outcome.  
· NSSE responses indicated some possible concerns with exposure to problem sets yet positive student ratings of experience. 
· Discussion at the GEC meeting on Nov 1 among the members indicated students’ actual performance may not match their NSSE ratings.  


	· Call for data relevant to outcomes II.6 and II.7 from courses in the curriculum

	· Limited data were available for II.6 and no data for outcome II.7 were in the current course level data set.


	· Share with faculty the information that students may be entering with less ability/training in critically evaluation arguments/data  and may be having less exposure to class activities that promote this skill.  
	· A combination of CLA results on the critique an argument task and NSSE responses.  Note a FY preliminary data on 10-11 CLA shows this same concern (performance at the 55th percentile). 
· Note we do see good performance on the course level process on assessing hypotheses and theses, it may be that students are unaware they are working on this skill




III. Aesthetic Perspective and Meaning including a unique perspective of the world, challenging the soul 
and intellect in a manner not addressed in any other endeavor.
Students will be able to:
1. Develop and defend coherent interpretations, or summarize main ideas, of texts, performances, or works of art 
2. Engage in the creative process through studio practice, performance, or writing
3. Evaluate artistic presentations as commentary on society or the human experience
4. Explain factors that make lives meaningful
Course Level Process:
· This area reported the second largest amount of ratings across the two years.  Limitations exist for this area as no data for III.2 was found in 08-09 and none for III.4 for 09-10.  Strong ratings for outcome III.1 and III.3 exist across both years.  Outcome III.2 data from 09-10 indicates solid performance.  Not enough data exists for III.4 to make any meaningful claims.  A total of 16 courses of the 118 (14%) indicated one of these outcomes as a primary or secondary supplied date in 08-09, 18 (15%) in 09-10. With the results that were submitted, we have the following combined exemplary, proficient, and competent ratings. Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of student works rated in that outcome area.  
	Outcome
	08-09 Ratings
	09-10 Ratings

	III.1
	89% (906)
	89% (1308)

	III.2
	0% (0)
	94% (775)

	III.3
	83% (929)
	87% (821)

	III.4
	90% (41)
	0%  (0)



Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA):
· Due to the nature of the items on the CLA and the outcomes in this area, there is no relevant data to report.

National Survey and Student Engagement (NSSE):
· Data from two NSSE items appears tied to outcomes in this area.  The items relate to student behaviors of attending plays, dance, music, theatre, or other performances which could support attainment of the outcomes in these areas.  The second item is tied to student beliefs that UW-L emphasizes attend campus events.  
· While first year students ratings of attendance at artistic performance place them above all three comparison groups (p < .001, effect sizes .14, .16, and .11), our seniors ratings place them on par with UW system and Carnegie peers but below the National sample (p <. 01, effect size -.10)
· On the institutional emphasis item, both first year and senior students ratings place UW-L above all three comparison groups (p < .001)
	Recommendation
	Rationale

	· Securing additional data for outcome III.4 appears as a need
	· Limited data exists for this item from 080-09, and none for the 09-10 academic year.
· The fit of this outcome for this area may be a factor in the lack of data

	· Monitor performance related to III.2

	· A trend for good performance in 09-10 may have started but more data would be helpful to establish this with more certainty.

	· Share with faculty the strong performance across outcomes III.1 & III.3, Students reports that UW-L emphasizes attendance at cultural events, and high ratings of first year students on actual attendance. 
	· This information may be helpful to maintain the attainment of the outcomes in this area.  
· Faculty may want to make more use of campus events as a way to meet the outcomes in area III.



IV. Effective Communication Skills including listening, speaking, reading, writing, and information literacy.
Students will be able to:
1. Express ideas, facts, opinions or beliefs in ways that are relevant and appropriate to the audience, context, purpose or genre
2. State an idea/argument and develop it in a logical, organized form using conventional grammar, punctuation and formatting
3. Use a variety of resources to locate, retrieve and evaluate relevant sources and information
4. Identify factors that facilitate effective communication and factors that impede effective communication
5. Formulate and support ideas with sufficient reasoning, evidence and persuasive appeals, and proper attribution
Results Summary:
Course Level Process:
· Data indicate strong performance in 08-09 related to outcome IV.5 (n=909) and related to IV.3 (n=75) with more spread of performance ratings in both of these outcomes (IV.5 n=54, IV.3 n=225) in 09-10 possibly resulting from differing amounts of student works being reviewed.  
· No data were collected across the other outcomes in this area across the two years in the current data set.  There were 3 of the 97 (3%) courses that indicated one of these outcomes as a primary or secondary outcome that supplied data in 08-09 and 4 (4%)  in 09-10. With the results that were submitted, we have the following combined exemplary, proficient, and competent ratings. Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of student works rated in that outcome area.  
	Outcome
	08-09 Ratings
	09-10 Ratings

	IV.1
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	IV.2
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	IV.3
	100% (75)
	42% (225)

	IV.4
	0% (0)
	0%  (100)

	IV.5
	81% (1046)
	87% (54)



Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA):
· Student demonstrated growth well above expectations in the skills of critiquing an argument (98th percentile) and using multiple resources to complete the performance task (94th percentile) leading to an overall CLA performance rating well above expectations (96th percentile).  First year students did demonstrate an above expected performance on the make an argument task such that overall student growth to the senior year was at an expected level (50th percentile).   Important to note that first year students performed below expected (27th percentile) on the critique an argument task.  
National Survey and Student Engagement (NSSE):
· NSSE results on relevant questions provide a picture that first year (p < .001, e.s. =  -.12, -.33, -.34) and senior students (p < .01, p < .001, p < .001, e. s. -.10, -.16, -.14) are not as exposed to class discussions or ask questions in class as students from our three comparison groups .  
· First year students may be making more class presentations than our UW (p < .01, e.s. .10) but fewer than our Carnegie (p < .01, e.s. -.08) peers.  
· Responses from first year students on the use of assignments integrating multiple sources and receiving prompt feedback were also lower than our Carnegie (p < .001, e.s. -.11)  and National  (p < .01, e.s. -.09) peer groups. 
· Senior (p < .001, e.s. -.10 & -.11) and First Year student ( p < .001, e.s. -.16 for both) exposure to tasks making judgments on information/arguments was meaningfully lower than our Carnegie and National comparison groups.  
· Most respondents report writing papers 5 pages or less which was at a level higher than all 3 comparison groups (p < .001, e.s. ranges from .16 to .32).  
· While first year student report impact of UW-L experience on writing clearly and effectively (p < .001, e. s. -.13 & -.12) below that our Carnegie and National peers, seniors ratings were above all 3 comparison groups (p < . 001, e.s. .09 to .17).  
· Speaking skills were reported as positively impacted by the UW-L experience by both first year (p < .001, e.s. .28, .12, .17) and senior students (p < .001, e.s. .13, .08, .10) at levels above all 3 comparison groups. 

	Recommendation
	Rationale

	· Secure Data for outcomes IV.1, IV.2, & IV.4
	· No course level data has been collected for these outcomes

	· Communicate with instructors of course that help develop outcome IV.3 about potential need for increased focus on evaluation of evidence and arguments in first year courses.
	· CLA data indicate lower performance on entry for first year students in critiquing arguments.

	· Encourage instructors of courses to increase training on evaluation of arguments. 
	· NSSE data on low exposure to making judgments on value of information/arguments.

	· Identify courses that seek to build speaking skills for first year students to encourage more in class presentations.
	· NSSE data from first year students on access to making class presentations.

	· Encourage timely feedback to first year students in courses.
	· NSSE ratings showing less access to prompt feedback by first year students.

	· Encourage instructors to utilize assignments that encourage use of multiple resources.
	· NSSE ratings showing less exposure to these kinds of assignments for first year students.



V. Intercultural Knowledge and Competence including the ability to interact and work with people from diverse backgrounds and cultures; to lead or contribute support to those who lead; and to empathize with and understand those who are different. 
Students will be able to:
1. Demonstrate an understanding of the forms and mechanisms of oppression, discrimination, or privilege
2. Explain how values and ideas of cultures have evolved or how patterns of globalization have shaped the modern world
3. Explain the rationales for cultural behaviors different from one’s own
4. Communicate effectively with members of another culture
5. Articulate one’s own moral values, explain processes one uses to make ethical decisions, or examine one’s perspective on current ethical issues
Course Level Process:
· Ratings of student work produced some positive ratings but from small proportions of the courses coded for these outcomes (17% in 08-09, 22% in 09-10).  Some indications of positive work is shown for V.1, V.3, & V.4.  While high percentages of good ratings are found for V.2 and V.5, they come from only one year of data and limited courses.  The ratings for outcome V.4 may hold the most meaning as 13 courses supplied data for 08-09 and 15 in 09-10.  Below find the percentage of combined competent, proficient, and exemplary ratings followed by the count of students that the ratings are based on.  
	Outcome
	08-09 Ratings
	09-10 Ratings

	V.1
	71% (148)
	71% (277)

	V.2
	92%  (170)
	0% (0)

	V.3
	93% (65)
	83% (211)

	V.4
	82% (322)
	72%  (367)

	V.5
	0% (0)
	94% (68)



Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA):
· Due to the nature of the items on the CLA and the outcomes in this area, there is no relevant data to report.
National Survey and Student Engagement (NSSE):
· Several NSSE items (approximately 11) speak to the environment provided to support outcomes V.2 to V.5.  
· Students ratings on the item that diverse perspectives were included in class discussions/writing assignments placed both our first year (p < .01, p < .05) and senior students (p < .001) below our Carnegie and National comparison groups.
· UW-L first year and senior students had lower frequency of speaking on serious topics with students who differed in race when compared against the Carnegie and National comparison groups (all p < .001, effect sizes  ranging -.39 to -.40)
· Conversations with other students who differ in terms of beliefs, opinions, or values were also rated with lower frequency by our first year (p < .-001) and senior students ( p < .01, p < .001) against our Carnegie and National comparison groups. Effect sizes here range from -.10 to -.18. 
· First year and senior student reflect less often on the strengths and weaknesses of their own views on topics when compared against the Carnegie and National groups (p < .001)
· UW-L  students also report less frequency of trying to take the perspective of others on issues against our Carnegie and National comparison groups (p < .001)
· First year students are participating more than all three comparison groups in foreign language coursework (p < .001) with seniors lower than the National comparison but on par with UW system and Carnegie peers. 
· Senior students report high levels of participation in study abroad against all three comparison groups (p < .001)
· UW-L students indicate UW-L emphasizes contact among students of different backgrounds at levels above our UW system peers (p < .01) but in line with our other comparison groups.
· First year students indicate a positive UW-L impact on understanding people of different backgrounds across all 3 comparison groups (p < .001, p < .05, p < .05) while seniors ratings indicate better impact than only our UW peers.
· Developing a personal code of ethics/values was rated by both groups such that we are above the UW system average and for seniors above the other two comparison groups as well. (p < . 001, p < .01)
· A final item on UW-L impact on developing deeper spirituality in our first year and senior students was rated such that we rose above our UW peers but were on par with the other groups.  

	Recommendation
	Rationale

	· Refine course level data collection to collect additional ratings from more courses for outcomes V.1, V.2, V.3, and V.5.


	· Low course counts and missing data from some years make interpretation of results difficult except for data tied to V.4 which was positive and came from over half the courses indicating some tie to that outcome.

	· Continue to monitor performance related to this area.  Possibly make this area a focus of more intense investigation.


	· While more course data is gathered, a clearer picture of curricular impact on these outcomes will come about.
· Other UW-L initiatives like Inclusive Excellence could dovetail into this effort

	· Communicate with faculty in this area about the current use of strategies to get students communicating more across areas of difference (race or beliefs) as well as students being challenged to inspect their own views and take the perspective of others.


	· NSSE data indicate a puzzling pattern of positive ratings of impact on understanding people of different backgrounds yet lower levels of actual contact between students  who differ on race or beliefs.  



VI. Individual, Social, and Environmental Responsibility including civic knowledge and engagement (both local and global), ethical reasoning, and action. 
Students will be able to:
1. Identify diverse moral and ethical perspectives, principles, or systems of evaluation
2. Explain how knowledge from various disciplines is essential to individual or societal health and well-being
3. Identify strategies for improving self or society through involvement, leadership, or civic engagement
4. Analyze the effect one’s decisions and choices have on self and others

Course Level Process:
The course level data process accumulated some limited findings due to gaps in the data.  A possibly meaningful trend of performance was shown in outcome VI.4.  Two courses reported data in 08-09, three courses in 09-10.  
	
	08-09 Ratings
	09-10 Ratings

	VI.1
	96% (23)
	0% (0)

	VI.2
	0% (0)
	48% (46)

	VI.3
	0% (0)
	0% (0)

	VI.4
	95% (75)
	99% (455)



Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA):
· Due to the nature of the items on the CLA and the outcomes in this area, there is no relevant data to report.

National Survey and Student Engagement (NSSE):
· Some NSSE items point to the environment or kinds of activities that may support outcomes in this area.  With limited direct measures of achievement for this area of outcomes, NSSE data may only point to further questions to pursue.  
· For outcome VI.1, the item on how often diverse perspectives are a part of class discussion/writing assignments points to  a lower exposure to this for first year (p < .01, p < .05, e.s. -.09, -.07)) and seniors (p < .001, e.s. -.17, -.13) with respect to Carnegie and National comparison groups.
· For outcome VI.2, on societal health and well-being, data from the item on service learning indicated first year students participating more than UW peers  ( p < .001, e.s. .14) and seniors as better than all three comparison groups (p < .01, p < .001, p < .001, e.s. .09, .14, .16).
· For outcome VI.3, the item mentioned just previously along with 6 others show some tie to involvement or civic engagement which could be used as a lever for course reflection/discussion.
· Both first year and seniors report having done some community or volunteer work at some point in their UW-L career at rates above all three comparison groups (p < .001 except for FY vs. National where p <. 05).
· This pattern follows student to participation in co-curricular activities where both first year and seniors rate themselves so that UW-L is above all three comparison groups ( p < .05 fro FY vs UW, p < .01 for SR vs. UW, all others p < .001). 
· First year and senior students rate UW-L has positively impacted their voting behavior and desire to help their communities .  All ratings are above our comparison groups on the voting item.  Seniors are above all groups in the contributing to the welfare of the community item.  First year students are only above UW system peers on this item.  
· A UW system specific question on how many weekends students are active in on campus events led to data indicating our first year students are more active that our system peer first year students.  
· No NSSE items appeared to hit at the core of outcome VI.4.

	Recommendation
	Rationale

	· Refine the course level process in order to mine more data on this area of outcomes.


	· Meaningful gaps exist in the data set for this outcome area.  This makes it difficult to summarize student performance.

	· Alert faculty to the high levels of participation in campus activities that may provide relevant support for in-class activities to support attainment of the outcomes in this area.  


	· While co-curricular activity may be discounted by some,  the levels of participation in community service noted on NSSE show some foundation that could support curricular focus on outcomes like VI.2 & VI.3

	· Identify or consider ways in which next year’s theme on sustainability could be used to advance outcomes in this area.


	· The effort to focus on this theme seems to relate to several outcomes in this area.
· Instructors might want to take advantage of the campus events and dialogue to help support attainment of outcomes such as VI.2 to VI.4






Based on the general process of preparing these reports and developing a deeper understanding of the course level process, these additional recommendations have been formulated for your review.   
	Recommendation
	Rationale

	· Conduct a remapping of the current approved set of General Education courses to the revised list of outcomes approved in November 2009.

	· To produce the reports to the General Education Committee, the data from 08-09, 09-10 needed to be synthesized from the old coding system.   
· When a list of new outcomes is approved, it is advisable to have faculty reconsider which outcomes are the major focal points of their courses.
· Note this has implicitly been partially done as faculty entered their rubrics into the system this year. 

	· Create a systematic approach of course level data collection that alternated a focus on select areas of student learning goals.  For example,  a rotational strategy where two areas of outcomes are the target for a particular academic year may be an option. 
	· A targeted approach would fill gaps in the available data. These include outcomes with no data or from a handful of courses.
· This could make the buy-in of current faculty stronger if there is not a pressure to assess all courses every semester.
· This could reduce the strain on the General Education Assessment Committee in their review of rubrics and reports from all courses every year. 
· The strategy could allow more time for implementation of changes and better utilization of Form C.


	· Seek ways to continue to inform students about the skills, knowledge, and abilities that the curriculum is helping them develop. For example, linking  the current catalog structure to student learning goal structure or providing greater communication on the value of the abilities gained from the curriculum.  

	· There were some disconnects between students reporting a strong impact on abilities from their UWL experience on the NSSE yet lower performance ratings from the course level process (Example:  Positive NSSE ratings in math ability, poorer performance from course level data)
· The intent and structure of the students comes mostly from the catalog language which lays out the curriculum in terms of numbers of credits from 
· A brief review of survey data from 2004 on student thoughts about the General Education curriculum identified this as a need.




I am available to answer any questions on the information in this report.  I am hopeful that this more synthesized may helpful facilitate meaningful discussions in the committee.












APPENDIX B
General Education Student Learning Outcomes
Approved by Faculty Senate 9-29-05
Goal:  I. Foundations of Knowledge
Students will be able to:
1. Express ideas, facts, opinions and beliefs in ways that are relevant and appropriate to the audience, context, purpose and genre
2. State an idea/argument and develop it in a logical, organized form using conventional grammar, punctuation and formatting
3. Formulate and support ideas with sufficient reasoning, evidence and persuasive appeals, and proper attribution
4. Accurately summarize and interpret the purposes and main ideas of texts and performances
5. Use a variety of resources and current technology to locate, retrieve and evaluate relevant sources and information
6. Construct and use models to analyze, explain or predict phenomena
7. Use mathematical and logical methods to solve problems
8. Identify fundamental principles, theories, concepts, methodologies, tools and issues from various disciplines
9. Synthesize information from different disciplines and perspectives to solve problems, gain new experiences, or create new things
10.Engage effectively in the process of collaborative work and identify factors that facilitate and impede effective communication

Goal:  II. Aesthetic Perspective and Meaning
Students will be able to:
1. Identify appropriate methods for understanding and interpreting the aesthetics of various works
2. Evaluate artistic presentations using appropriate language and patterns of thought
3. Evaluate artistic presentations as commentary on society and the human experience
4. Identify diverse elements (artistic, scientific, religious, cultural) that can provide meaning for human existence
5. Explain factors that make their own lives meaningful

Goal:  III. Inquiry and Critical Thinking
Students will be able to:
1. Identify and use methods of inquiry appropriate to a given problem
2. Identify valid procedures for gathering empirical data to solve particular problems
3. Investigate and assess hypotheses using appropriate methods
4. Critically assess the reasoning and evidence supporting or refuting a thesis
5. Distinguish between fact, opinion, observation and inference
6. Detect patterns underlying phenomena and draw reasonable inferences from information
7. Reason logically, creatively and independently
8. Explain the impact of science and technology on the environment, human experience and social change 
9. Explain how content is shaped by the context in which it was created

Goal:  IV. Personal, Social and Global Responsibility
Students will be able to:
1. Describe how cultural and individual differences have shaped perspectives and contributed to patterns of privilege and oppression
2. Explain how values and ideas of cultures have evolved and how patterns of globalization have shaped the modern world
3. Recognize and respect different ways of thinking and communicating
4. Explain the rationales for cultural behaviors different from one’s own
5. Communicate effectively with members of another culture
6. Identify diverse moral and ethical perspectives, principles, and systems of evaluation
7. Articulate their moral values, the processes they use to make ethical decisions and their perspective on current ethical issues
8. Explain how knowledge from various disciplines is essential to individual and societal health and well-being
9. Identify their strategies for involvement, leadership and civic engagement
10. Analyze the impact their decisions and choices have on themselves and others
11. Practice and uphold standards of academic integrity and intellectual honesty
Articulate how their participation in campus and community events and in the democratic process has made a difference in their lives and the lives of others












APPENDIX C
GEAC Evaluation Criteria
Process:
Each Form A is initially reviewed by two GEAC members.  The reviewers are randomly chosen from GEAC except that no reviewer will be a member of the department that submitted the form under review.  Each reviewer must either ‘accept’ or ‘deny’ the form.   The possible results of this initial review are that
· Both reviewers deny.  GEAC denies the form and notice is sent to the submitter along with reviewers comments.
· Both reviewers accept.  GEAC accepts the form and notice is sent to the submitter along with reviewers comments.
· One reviewer accepts and one reviewer denies.  The form is then reviewed by all other GEAC members.  The majority action is determined and notice is sent to the submitter along with reviewers comments.

Criteria:
1. The assessment task must
a. Assess the criteria of the SLO
b. Be clearly written and understandable

2. The rubric must
a. Be aligned with the assessment task
b. Ensure a consistent interpretation by multiple evaluators
c. Demonstrate that the same criteria are assessed at every performance level
d. Not have gaps that make it difficult to fit some students into a category
e. Have performance levels which are measurable
f. Evaluate individual student performance

3. Previous year’s comments have been addressed if the same SLO or task was used






















APPENDIX D
General Education Student Learning Outcomes
Approved by Faculty Senate 11-12-09

I. Knowledge of Human Cultures and the Natural World including breadth of knowledge and the ability to think beyond one’s discipline, major, or area of concentration. This knowledge can be gained through the study of the arts, humanities, languages, sciences, and social sciences. 
Students will be able to:
1. Identify fundamental principles, theories, concepts, methodologies, tools or issues from various disciplines
2. Synthesize information from different disciplines or perspectives to solve problems, gain new experiences, or create new things
3. Explain the impact of science and technology on the environment, human experience or social change 

II. Critical and Creative Thinking Skills including inquiry, problem solving, and higher-order qualitative and quantitative reasoning. 
Students will be able to:
1. Construct or use models to analyze, explain or predict phenomena
2. Use mathematical or logical methods to solve problems 
3.  Identify and use methods of inquiry appropriate to solve particular problems
4.  Critically assess hypotheses or theses
5.  Detect patterns underlying phenomena and draw reasonable inferences from information
6. Explain how content is shaped by the context in which it was created
7.Demonstrate an understanding of complex systems of thought

III. Aesthetic Perspective and Meaning including a unique perspective of the world, challenging the soul and intellect in a manner not addressed in any other endeavor.
Students will be able to:
1. Develop and defend coherent interpretations, or summarize main ideas, of texts, performances, or works of art 
2. Engage in the creative process through studio practice, performance, or writing
3. Evaluate artistic presentations as commentary on society or the human experience
4. Explain factors that make lives meaningful

IV. Effective Communication Skills including listening, speaking, reading, writing, and information literacy.
Students will be able to:
1. Express ideas, facts, opinions or beliefs in ways that are relevant and appropriate to the audience, context, purpose or genre
2. State an idea/argument and develop it in a logical, organized form using conventional grammar, punctuation and formatting
3. Use a variety of resources to locate, retrieve and evaluate relevant sources and information
4. Identify factors that facilitate effective communication and factors that impede effective communication
5. Formulate and support ideas with sufficient reasoning, evidence and persuasive appeals, and proper attribution

V. Intercultural Knowledge and Competence including the ability to interact and work with people from diverse backgrounds and cultures; to lead or contribute support to those who lead; and to empathize with and understand those who are different. 
Students will be able to:
1. Demonstrate an understanding of the forms and mechanisms of oppression, discrimination, or privilege
2. Explain how values and ideas of cultures have evolved or how patterns of globalization have shaped the modern world
3. Explain the rationales for cultural behaviors different from one’s own
4. Communicate effectively with members of another culture
5. Articulate one’s own moral values, explain processes one uses to make ethical decisions, or examine one’s perspective on current ethical issues

VI. Individual, Social, and Environmental Responsibility including civic knowledge and engagement (both local and global), ethical reasoning, and action. 
Students will be able to:
1. Identify diverse moral and ethical perspectives, principles, or systems of evaluation
2. Explain how knowledge from various disciplines is essential to individual or societal health and well-being
3. Identify strategies for improving self or society through involvement, leadership, or civic engagement
4. Analyze the effect one’s decisions and choices have on self and others







	Old SLO #
	New SLO #
	Changes

	I-1
	IV-1
	“ands” to “ors”

	I-2
	IV-2
	No change

	I-3
	IV-5
	

	I-4
	III-1
	added “works of art”; changed action words to “develop and defend”

	I-5
	IV-3
	Deleted “and current technology” because that is inherent in the word “resources”

	I-6
	II-1
	“and” to “or”

	I-7
	II-2
	“and” to “or”

	I-8
	I-1
	“and” to “or”

	I-9
	I-2
	“and” to “or”

	I-10
	IV-4
	Deleted “Engage effectively in the process of collaborative work and…” and clarified previous wording

	II-1
	III-1
	Replaced with old I-4 and merged with old II-2

	II-2
	III-2
	Replaced with an SLO about engaging in creative processes

	II-3
	III-3
	“and” to “or”

	II-4
	III-4
	Changed action word to “explain”; eliminated the list of factors; changed end to “make lives meaningful”; merged with old II-5

	II-5
	III-4
	Merged with old II-4

	III-1
	II-3
	Merged with old III-2

	III-2
	II-3
	Merged with old III-1

	III-3
	II-4
	Merged with old III-4; deleted “Investigate or…”

	III-4
	II-4
	Merged with old III-3

	III-5
	
	Deleted; redundant with others

	III-6
	II-5
	No change

	III-7
	IV-5
	Replaced with old I-3

	III-8
	I-3
	“and” to “or”

	III-9
	II-6
II-7
	No change
New SLO for the humanities

	IV-1
	V-1
	Replaced with slightly different language approved by courses using it

	IV-2
	V-2
	“and” to “or”

	IV-3
	
	Deleted; redundant with others

	IV-4
	V-3
	No change

	IV-5
	V-4
	No change

	IV-6
	VI-1
	“and” to “or”

	IV-7
	V-5
	“and” to “or”; “their/they” to “one’s/one”

	IV-8
	VI-2
	“and” to “or”

	IV-9
	VI-3
	Merged with old IV-12

	IV-10
	VI-4
	“their/themselves” to “one’s/self”

	IV-11
	
	Deleted; not a course level SLO

	IV-12
	
	Merged with old IV-9 to make new VI-3 







