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Executive Summary 

This document outlines Stephen F. Austin State University’s assessment of the Texas Core 

Curriculum (TCC) objective attainment. Our efforts in crafting this document are presented to 

illustrate the conscientious efforts of the entire SFA campus community as we endeavor toward 

meaningful, actionable data from our Texas Core Curriculum assessment.   

 

Stephen F. Austin State University (SFA) began a program of continuous assessment of the core 

curriculum in 2006, in compliance with state regulations. Since then, the university has 

employed a faculty committee, headed by an assistant dean, to direct the assessment of SFA’s 

general education core. Prior to the revision of the Texas Core Curriculum in 2011, SFA’s core 

assessment process, based on assessment of the Exemplary Educational Outcomes at the course 

level, provided uneven results and was unsuccessful in yielding the kind of information needed 

to draw institutional level conclusions on student success.  

 

As a result and in response to the revision of the Core Curriculum in 2011, SFA faculty created, 

led, and implemented a revised approach to general education according to the parameters of the 

TCC. This plan developed baseline benchmarks through the assessment of assignments in core 

courses. These benchmarks would be used to gauge additional student growth across the core 

objectives by assessing student work from upper-level capstone courses. The first iteration under 

this new assessment plan (Appendix 1) began in 2014 and continued until 2019. After considered 

review of the core assessment results in the summer of 2019, it was determined that our lower-

level undergraduates were performing where we expected, at the developing level. However, 

anomalies and discrepancies clouded the overall picture when comparing capstone performance 

against our lower-level benchmarks. Despite considerable time, effort, and analysis, we had not 

put ourselves in a position to demonstrate improvement regarding the core objectives. The 

students were fine; our process was not.  

 

Multiple process issues affect assessment professionals as they try collecting meaningful, 

actionable data. In this case, the resultant data were questionable, easily discreditable, and 

contrary to what faculty and staff were observing. This left no potential for meaningful 

improvement. In five years, no major changes in SFA’s approach occurred, nor were they 

justified by any of the data produced by this system.  

 

Over the past decade, SFA has continuously retooled its approach to general education 

assessment and meeting the Core Objectives. The changes have come about through input from 

the faculty population at SFA and support from administration. The new approach, the Faculty 

Trust Model, took three years’ of discussion and development and was implemented in the 

spring 2020 term. We look forward to new, more actionable information from the process.  

 

The following report discusses the design, results, and analysis of SFA’s 2014 Core Assessment 

Plan and subsequent revision and implementation of the university’s current Core Curriculum 

Assessment Plan. 
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Assessment of the Core Objectives 
 

Description of the Assessment Plan 
 

From 2014-2019, SFA’s Core Assessment Plan (Appendix 1) was grounded in a programmatic 

approach that considered general education as a whole with varied disciplines contributing to the 

overall outcomes set forth by the Texas Core Curriculum. The foundation of the plan was the 

assessment of student work samples (artifacts) drawn from course assignments. These 

assignments were intended to perform four functions: 

 

1. demonstrate students’ attainment of the core objectives; 

2. serve as a direct measure of student performance; 

3. supply specific information about student performance; 

4. provide results that would allow the institution to focus on areas of demonstrated success 

and potential improvement within the core.   

 

The core curriculum was not viewed as the responsibility of the individual disciplines, courses, 

or faculty, but as the province of the university. It was expected that this system would provide 

the ability to draw university-level conclusions about the effectiveness of the core. 

SFA’s former plan hinged on the understanding that the THECB core objectives could not be 

adequately developed through a small number of lower-level undergraduate courses early in a 

student’s academic career and that the objectives are developed throughout the student's entire 

academic journey. To determine a target for assessment of the core objectives, two full years of 

assessment of lower-level work would allow a baseline to be developed that would provide a 

benchmark for subsequent comparison between students' performance on core objectives early in 

their career and at the end of their career through the assessment of upper level work samples. 

To initiate this process, faculty in each department with a core course identified specific course 

assignments (e.g., papers, projects, speeches, presentations, essays) used to measure student 

mastery of each required or optionally selected core objective for the Foundational Component 

Area in which the course resided (see Table 1).   



Stephen F. Austin State University  

Texas Core Curriculum Objective Attainment Report 
 

3 

 

 

Table 1: Core Objectives Mapped to Foundational Component Areas 

Where possible, assignments were used to measure multiple objectives, and, when possible, 

existing assignments were used. Faculty selected or created assignments that provided students 

the opportunity to clearly demonstrate levels of mastery of the associated objective(s). Once the 

assignments were identified, they were submitted to the SFA Core Curriculum Committee for 

review and approval.   

 

Description of Assignments Used for Each Core Objective 

Assignments used for core assessment included, but were not limited to, lab reports, 

term/research papers, videos of speeches or presentations, essays, and journal entries. 

 

Critical Thinking Skills 

These were assignments that allowed students to demonstrate the comprehensive 

exploration of issues, ideas, artifacts, and events before accepting or formulating an 

opinion or conclusion. Critical thinking was demonstrated in assignments that required 

students to complete analyses of texts, data, or issues. Assignments focused on the 

evaluation of information sources, and student reflections were also used. 

 

Communication Skills   
We used assignments that required students to present a grammatically correct essay or 

speech effectively organized with an introduction, conclusion, thesis statement, supportive 

reasoning, and appropriately documented evidence. If the assignment was an oral 

presentation, the assignment included effective verbal and nonverbal delivery. Visual 

design elements were also incorporated into communication assignments. Visual elements 

included, but were not limited to, photographs, graphs, tables, charts, slides, videos, 

presentation graphics, etc. 
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Empirical and Quantitative Skills 

These assignments required the application of logical, scientific, or mathematical analysis. 

Empirical skills addressed the thinking process as demonstrated through observation, 

experimentation, and/or experience and demonstrated through quantitative data and/or 

qualitative reasoning. Quantitative skills ideally demonstrated a student’s higher‐order 

thinking capabilities through the use of applied logic and/or analytical assignments that had a 

purpose beyond merely providing the “right” answer. 

 

Teamwork  

Teamwork assignments were required to demonstrate the quality of the teamwork process 

rather than the end result. Assignments demonstrated evidence of an individual’s 

contribution and interaction within a team. 

 

Personal Responsibility  

Personal Responsibility assignments required students to reason about ethical human 

conduct. Assignments involved, but were not limited to, requiring students to assess their 

own ethical values and the social context of problems, recognize ethical issues in a variety 

of settings, think about how different ethical perspectives might be applied to ethical 

dilemmas, and consider the ramifications of alternative actions. 

 

Social Responsibility   
These assignments provided students the opportunity to demonstrate intercultural 

competence, knowledge of civic responsibility, and the ability to engage effectively in 

regional, national, and/or global communities. Assignments allowed students to 

demonstrate the cognitive, affective, and behavioral skills and characteristics associated 

with effective and appropriate interaction in varied cultural contexts. Assignments 

included service learning projects, volunteering, civic awareness activities, political 

involvement, reflective learning activities, discussions about race/ethnic relations, and 

diversity experiences. 

 

Key Personnel and Offices Involved in the Assessment Process 

The Core Curriculum Committee (CCC) provided oversight of the core curriculum assessment 

process with the Office of Institutional Effectiveness providing day to day management of the 

assessment efforts. As mentioned previously, core assessment assignments were developed by 

faculty within the various departments with courses in the core curriculum. Faculty from across 

the university were recommended by department chairs and appointed by college deans. Results 

of the core assessment process were reviewed by the CCC and provided to the Provost, deans, 

chairs, and faculty for consideration.   
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Assessment Methods 
 

As a starting point, faculty groups considered rubrics from the Association of American 

Colleges & Universities, specifically the VALUE rubric set. The AAC&U describes the 

approach this way: 

 

VALUE (Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate Education) is a campus-based 

assessment approach developed and led by AAC&U. VALUE rubrics provide needed 

tools to assess students’ own authentic work…. 

 

Modified VALUE Rubrics from the Association of American Colleges and Universities were 

used to score student artifacts. The rubrics were developed by 6 to 10 member faculty teams 

representing academic departments offering core courses responsible for coverage of specific 

objectives. Eligible faculty were nominated by departments for service on rubric teams, 

including tenured, tenure track, non-tenure track faculty (at least 50% workload), and 

administrators with teaching responsibilities. Then, team members were selected by the Core 

Curriculum Committee from those faculty nominated by academic departments. Teams were 

chaired by members of the Core Curriculum Committee. To the extent practicable, rubric teams 

consisted of representatives from each component area required to assess an objective and 

specialists in assessment of a particular objective. The common rubrics were adjusted to fit the 

needs of SFA’s core assessment process. Another column was added to indicate unacceptable 

work, which was only inferred in the AAC&U versions. Thus, the scale was expanded from 

AAC&U’s 1 – 4 scale to SFA’s 0 – 4 scale. Wording was adjusted to describe each of the five 

categories, as well. Appendix 2 includes the final rubrics developed by the teams for use at 

SFA. 

 

Student artifacts were assessed by 6 to 10 member interdisciplinary faculty assessment teams 

drawn from a list of faculty nominated by departments. Faculty eligible to be nominated for 

service on assessment teams included tenured, tenure track, non-tenure track faculty (at least 

50% workload), and administrators with teaching responsibilities. To the extent practicable, 

assessment teams included content area specialists from the courses from which student 

assignments were drawn. Members of the assessment teams were selected and assigned by the 

Core Curriculum Committee with the approval of the Provost and served staggered terms of 2 

years. 

 

The Office of Institutional Effectiveness (OIE) (formerly the Office of Student Learning and 

Institutional Assessment) and the Core Curriculum Committee were responsible for training 

members of the assessment teams in the use of the rubrics, as well as calibration of the team 

members’ use of the rubrics. Members of the Core Curriculum Committee and staff from OIE 

facilitated meetings of the assessment teams.  

 

Collection of Lower-level Student Artifacts 

Collection of lower-level student artifacts for communication (written, written, and visual) 

began in Fall 2014, and assessment of those same artifacts commenced in Spring 2015. 

Collection of student work for critical thinking and social responsibility began in Spring 2015, 
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and assessment of that work began in Fall 2015. Collection of student work for empirical and 

quantitative skills, teamwork, and personal responsibility began in Fall 2015, and assessment of 

the artifacts occurred in Spring 2016.   

 

Beginning with the Spring and Fall of 2016, the full schedule was implemented for lower-level 

collection. When the assessment schedule was fully implemented, student work from core courses 

was collected for three core objectives each academic year. The two major objectives 

(Communication, Critical Thinking) were assessed every fall, while the other four were split between 

odd/even year spring semesters. Student work was assessed during the following semester. See Table 

2 for a visual representation of this collection schedule. 

 

 

 
Table 2: Collection of Lower-Level Core Artifacts 

 

Typically, the fall semester resulted in the collection of over 5,000 student artifacts; each 

spring could bring 3500 artifacts from each of the two assessed objectives (total: 7000). The 

Southern Association of Colleges and School Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC) recently 

imposed numerous sanctions on institutions based on sample size calculations. SACSCOC 

requires definitive reasoning behind any sampling presented to the Commission. Thus, changes 

were made to sampling procedures. Sample sizes were calculated with a confidence level of 

80% and a margin of error of 10% using the following formula Z2*(p)*(1-p)/c2 where Z 

represents the Z value (in this case, 1.28), p is the population of submitted work in a specific 

core area, and c is the confidence interval (.1). 
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Each artifact of student work in the sample was sent to two raters. Raters evaluated the artifact in 

LiveText using an online copy of the rubric and following the rules developed in the calibration 

sessions. If the two raters had significant disagreement on a criterion (i.e., more than one point), 

the artifact was then sent to a third rater to score only the criteria for which there was 

disagreement. Faculty on the scoring teams were given two weeks to complete their first scoring 

round and then an additional week to finish their second round of scoring.   

Collection of Upper-level Student Artifacts 

Collection of upper-level course work began in Spring 2018 and assessment of that work during 

Fall 2018.The collection of student work from upper-level classes followed a schedule that was 

somewhat similar to that used for collecting lower-level work. The collection schedule is 

illustrated in Table 3.  

 

 

 
Table 3: Collection of Upper-Level Core Artifacts 

 

 

Additional TCC Assessment Measures 

ETS® Proficiency Profile 

 

The ETS® Proficiency Profile (ETS PP) is a standardized test that was used by SFA in the early 

stages of core assessment. Each year, the ETS PP was to be administered to around 200 freshmen 

enrolled in ENG 131, and around 200 seniors enrolled in 400 level classes. Educational Testing 

Service (ETS) strongly recommends that the ETS PP be administered in the context of a class. 

Thus, instructors were to dedicate one class period for standardized testing. 

 

The ETS PP purports to be a test of critical thinking, reading, writing, and mathematics designed 

to measure the academic skills developed through general education courses (as opposed to the 

subject knowledge specifically taught in those courses). While the ETS PP provided a general 

measure of some core objectives, it did not provide the specific information we needed to make 

specific improvements in our core curriculum. Further, the ETS PP is an expensive test to 
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administer. Thus, the test was discontinued in early 2017 as a response to state-mandated budget 

cuts in higher education. 

 

 

 

SFA Senior Exit Survey 

 

The SFA Senior Exit Survey was being developed by OIE staff in 2013. This survey is 

administered each year, and it includes six specific questions dealing with students’ perceptions 

of achievement in each of the core objectives. The survey is distributed electronically to all 

graduating seniors each fall, spring, and summer. 

 

National Survey of Student Engagement 

 

The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) is administered by the Office of 

Institutional Research to SFA students during the spring of odd-numbered years. The NSSE is 

administered online to a sample of first-year and senior students. Some select items from the 

NSSE were used as an indirect measure of student performance on select core objectives. 

 

Criteria/Targets 
 

As discussed above, targets used to assess the attainment of the six core objectives were based on 

the benchmarking data collected after two full years of lower-level assessment. The data 

generated from our assessment process indicated that on a 0-4 VALUE rubric scale, our students 

in core courses were performing at the 1.0 – 2.2 level in nearly every assessed area within each 

objective. These scores straddle the Beginning and Developing levels, in keeping with normal 

expectations. Outside of upper-level comparison scores, the data were minimally helpful. The 

CCC was not able to identify specific curricular adjustments that would apply across diverse 

disciplines and instructors. Additionally, it would be difficult to accurately assess the variety of 

adjustments across the breadth of the courses associated with the core objectives to identify what 

worked and what did not.  

 

Results 
Lower-level Results 

The following charts display mean student scores for each skill listed in the objective. The 

AAC&U advises against using VALUE rubric score means without context (Association of 

American Colleges and Universities, 2017). However, our extant data provides only student 

score means from the two or three members assigned to each Scoring Team. Thus, it is necessary 

we present means for illustration and comparison purposes in this report. 

 

The Empirical & Quantitative Skills from spring 2016 mimicked the results from the other Core 

Objective assessments. SFA students in the core courses were rated at the Developing level, or 2 

on the rubric. The composite score for these students had a mean average of 2.06. Figure 1 

illustrates similar scores for the five skills assessed. 
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Figure 1: Empirical & Quantitative Scores 

Meanwhile, assessment of student Personal Responsibility and Critical Thinking in the core 

classes produced lower rubric scores than other objectives. Figure 2 and Figure 3 indicate these 

scores using the same scale of measurement. In fact, the Empirical & Quantitative means are a 

full point higher than the other two Core Objectives. According to these scores, SFA 

underclassmen were at the Beginning level of skill in both Critical Thinking and Personal 

Responsibility, but students had Developing skills in mathematics. These scores illustrate 

obvious and expected levels of skill from SFA freshmen and sophomores. 

 

Figure 2: Personal Responsibility Scores 

 

Figure 3: Critical Thinking Scores 

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

Conclusion

Analysis

Data collection

Devise Plan

Define Problem

E & Q Mean Scores, Spring 2016

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50

Eval of Eth Concepts

App of Eth Pesp

Ethics in Context

Issue Recognition

Ethical Self Awareness

Personal Responsibility, Spring 2016 

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

Conclusions

Evaluation & Synthesis

Recogiznig Context/Assumptions

Information Collection

Identifying Issues

Critical Thinking, Fall 2017



Stephen F. Austin State University  

Texas Core Curriculum Objective Attainment Report 
 

10 

 

 

Upper-level Results 

During the summer of 2019, Scoring Teams met and engaged in the first multi-level scoring at 

SFA. The initial multi-level Communication rubric, shown in Figure 4, indicated upper-level 

students were faring better than the lower-level students. This was in keeping with faculty 

observations and common sense. 

 

Figure 4: Communication Multi-Level Comparison 

A cursory examination of Teamwork scores from Spring 2019 offers little insight into the 

academic development of SFA students (see Figure 5). For instance, it seems at least 

counterintuitive to think that a first-year student would resolve conflict better than a senior in a 

capstone course would. Overall, the data show very little difference, inferring that very little 

progress was made. However, faculty observation ran counter to these results. 
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Figure 5: Teamwork Multi-Level Comparison 

 SFA’s Social Responsibility assessment in 2019 was the result set that sparked action and 

initiated a revision of the Core Curriculum Assessment Plan discussed in subsequent sections of 

this report. In every component, the Lower Level students outperformed their more advanced 

counterparts. Figure 6 data indicate that core-complete, upper-level students knew less than their 

less-advanced, lower-level counterparts. 

 

Figure 6: Social Responsibility Multi-Level Comparison 

The findings and resultant data were questionable—and easily-discreditable—leaving no 

potential for meaningful improvement. No major changes in SFA’s approach were justified by 

any of the data produced by this system. Such changes needed better data, not more of the same 

data. 
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Core Curriculum Responses—The Senior Exit Survey  

For the past six years, graduating seniors have been asked to rate the progress they felt they had 

made in each of the six objectives of the Texas Core Curriculum. Students were asked to rate 

their progress from one (No Progress) to five (Very Good Progress). For purposes of Core 

assessment, answers of four (Good Progress) and five (Very Good Progress) were considered 

positive indicators. Results are illustrated by Figure 7. The percentages of those answering 4 or 5 

on a five-point Likert scale are shown by Core Component Area (color) and Year of SES 

Administration (x-axis data points).  

The data from these questions offers another viewpoint of how well SFA develops Core 

Competencies in students. Furthermore, these data are powerful in that they seem quite 

consistent. In all six administration years, Empirical and Quantitative Skills were given the least 

support. Through AY 2017, responses were continuing a downward pattern; however, graduate 

self-assessment has been more positive in the past two administration years. Of special note is 

the Critical Thinking response set, which indicates a positive trend line over the past two years. 

Overall, graduates felt they progressed the most in Personal Responsibility.  

 

Figure 7: Senior Exit Survey Positive Response Percentage 

Analysis 
 

SFA’s initial core assessment plan rightly won awards for its thoroughness and substance. This 

plan was well-structured and met the THECB requirements on multiple fronts. Despite this, 

unforeseen and confounding factors rendered our core assessment ineffective. Core Objectives 

are equivocal in nature, and determining attainment of these objectives proved quite difficult. 

The initial process was quite cumbersome, with hundreds of instructors and thousands of 

students involved for untold hours.   

 

A central issue emanated from the principle that the faculty must maintain control of the 

curriculum, even in core courses. Because of this tenet, the format of the signature assignment 
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remained at the discretion of the instructor. Some instructors infused signature assignments into 

their normal course practice; however, others used the signature assignments as extra credit 

options. Still others offered no credit for signature assignments and only announced the THECB 

requirement to students. This resulted in uneven and mixed quality in the student artifact pool.   

Similar issues came from other measures in the plan. Since multiple measures are preferred, the 

original model called for administration of the SFA Senior Exit survey, the National Survey of 

Student Engagement, and the Educational Testing Services Proficiency Profile (ETS-PP). This 

contributed to the burdens on faculty, staff, and students. Further, there was nothing in place to 

ensure/require students to complete any of these assessments. Not enough faculty built time for 

administration of the ETS-PP in their classes; therefore, the upper-level respondents were a 

sample of convenience, limited to seniors majoring in education. The first-year students taking 

the course came from different classes each year (including English courses, Introduction to 

College courses, and other courses). Thus, the data may have been distorted, but we did not 

know quite how they would have been skewed.   

Student performance had been fairly consistent across all VALUE rubric dimensions for all 

objectives. While this could provide a potentially useful baseline, the lack of reliable upper level 

work made improvement difficult to quantify. A more acute version of the data quality issue 

became evident only after collecting upper-level assignments. Requesting faculty in capstone 

courses to create or modify assignments for purposes of the Core Curriculum was a non-starter. 

The only feasible approach was to make requests of every dean and chair to provide at least one 

assignment that addressed one or more of the Core Objectives. A list of the courses providing 

artifacts can be found in Appendix 3. 

Too many upper-level student work samples did not align well with the core objective rubrics. 

While the quality of these assignments was high, the artifacts had applicability issues. For 

example, PowerPoint slides did not lend themselves to the AACU Communication rubric. 

Upper-level scores reflected this discrepancy.   

The SFA Core Curriculum Committee repeatedly expressed strong concern for the first model in 

monthly meetings. Unclear data was a problematic issue for CCC members, but the pressure for 

change grew when the results on paper were in direct conflict with faculty observation. Results 

were problematic to the point that the committee determined that the system, itself, needed 

changing. 

 

Actions/Follow-up 
 

After considered review of the core assessment results in the summer of 2019, the CCC 

determined that in all three sets of scored core objectives, anomalies and discrepancies clouded 

the overall picture. Despite a great deal of time, effort, and analysis, we had not put ourselves in 

a position to demonstrate improvement regarding the core objectives. The students were fine; our 

process was not.  
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Multiple process issues affect assessment professionals as they try collecting meaningful, 

actionable data. In this case, the resultant data were questionable, easily discreditable, and 

contrary to what faculty and staff were observing. This left no potential for meaningful 

improvement. In five years, no major changes in SFA’s approach occurred, nor were they 

justified by any of the data produced by this system.  

 

Over the past decade, the CCC has retooled its approach to general education assessment and 

meeting the Core Objectives. The changes have come about through input from the faculty 

population at SFA and support from administration. The new approach, the Faculty Trust Model, 

took three years’ discussion and development, and we look forward to new, more actionable 

information from the process.  

 

The Faculty Trust Model 

 

In spring 2020, the Core Curriculum Committee began to use a unique approach to determine 

Core Objective attainment. This approach compares the evaluations of upper-level students with 

the faculty evaluations of lower-level students (grades). The plan requires the collection and 

comparison of three specific streams of data.  

1. Professors in upper-level, capstone courses are given a set of student names from 

their discipline majors. They are asked to rate each student (i.e., assess/grade) regarding 

their attainment of the following Core Objectives:  

a. Communication  

b. Critical Thinking  

c. Teamwork  

d. Personal Responsibility  

e. Empirical & Quantitative Data  

f. Social Responsibility  

 

2. Course grades from Core Component area courses are collected from these same students 

and matched with each corresponding Core Objective. To maintain confidentiality, 

only results without individual faculty and student personal identifiers will be reported 

and/or disseminated.  

3. Graduating seniors’ responses from the Core Curriculum questions embedded in the 

annual Senior Exit Survey are also assessed. These questions request self-evaluation in 

each Core Objective area, using a standard five-point Likert scale.  

Queries of Capstone Faculty  

The Faculty Trust Model is built upon the fact that SFA depends on its faculty to lead in 

curricular matters and make the key decisions for assessments like this one. Our new approach 

acknowledges this fact. Further, faculty in capstone courses are considered experts in their field. 

As one researcher stated, “…expertise defines disciplines and how research and other scholarly 

work plays an essential role in establishing disciplinary expertise” (Wieman, Fall 2019). This 
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data collection takes disciplinary differences into account, while relying on evaluation from 

those faculty with the deepest student interaction.  

Finally, the same researcher argues, “widespread recognition of expertise in university teaching 

will improve both the effectiveness and efficiency of teaching by making it a more collective and 

coherent endeavor with better-defined standards for evaluation and training” (Wieman, Fall 

2019).  SFA recognizes this expertise in myriad ways; however, querying these faculty both taps 

into this expertise and brings legitimacy to the process. 

Use of Course Grades in Assessment 

Course grades are the primary method that educational institutions use to assess student progress. 

There are myriad reasons to utilize course grades for purposes of general education assessment. 

Some of them are listed below:  

 While assessment methods result in small, unique pictures of student data, grades provide 

a large, historical record of student work.    

 Anonymous assessments are devoid of context, while course grades provide links to 

specific students.    

 Both data types are ordinal, but grades are more summative, while assessment methods 

take formative results and recast them as summative.    

 Outside of full portfolio assessment, course grades offer more unique types of student 

work than assessments.    

 Whereas most assessments are created specifically for singular, one-off assessment 

purposes, course grades are readily available in normal education contexts and more 

viable as measurement.  

 If courses are expected to teach specific Core Objectives, and SFA has tangible evidence 

of this instruction, then (syllogistically) these course grades reflect such instruction.  

 

Stephen F. Austin State University has revisited the meaningful data and insights offered by 

course grades. The Core Curriculum Committee, the Deans’ Council, and staff from the Office 

of Institutional Effectiveness unanimously agreed that this approach offers the most meaningful 

opportunity for general education student learning outcome assessment.   

Perhaps David Eubanks has put this issue most aptly:  

If our goal is increasing student success, the ban on grades is a significant barrier, 

and it has undoubtedly already cost us a great deal. The history of assessment 

would have been very different if at the beginning we had resolved to use grades as 

the primary outcome measure, and then spend our time trying to align grading 

practices with desired course outcomes. Instead, we have created a new parallel 

grading scheme via assessment that is supposed to be superior but in most 

cases cannot live up to that promise. (Eubanks, 2019) 
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Faculty Discussion of Results from Disparate Data Sources  

As discussed above, the Faculty Trust Model offers three distinct and meaningful sets of data 

regarding Core Objective attainment. This allows SFA faculty and staff to triangulate these data 

to derive meaningful direction for the programs and courses in the TCC. These sources may 

provide insight to faculty members, but the final decisions should rest with SFA 

faculty. Therefore, the discussions among faculty represent the key to meaningful changes in our 

approach to the TCC.  

Each semester, the results of the three data sets, including previous year comparisons, will be 

presented to faculty in an open forum. The forum will include members of the CCC, as well as 

all relevant administration and the staff of OIE and the Office of Institutional Research. This 

allows for input from all interested parties, yet uses the filters of the CCC, the Deans Council, 

and the Provost in determining final directions. We see this data-discussion-decision approach as 

the positive future for Core Objective attainment at SFA. 

Faculty Trust Model Preliminary Pilot Initial Data  

In an effort to bring SFA’s new core assessment plan to fruition, we conducted a small-scale test 

of the assessment design over the summer. All spring 2020 graduates served as the subject pool. 

We created a stratified sample of recent graduates from the spring 2020 graduating senior list. 

The sample (stratified by college) ensured that we collected upper-level work from all colleges. 

Sample sizes were calculated in keeping with former assessment processes. 

Once we created the stratified sample, we sent a Qualtrics assessment survey to 54 instructors 

regarding 112 of their former students on June 16, 2020. Confounding issues due to COVID-19 

led to a low response rate. We expect this to improve during the academic year. Full or partial 

responses on 24 students (118 unique data points) were used to create the first data in our proof 

of concept and preliminary pilot.   

The second data set consisted of course grades from objective-specific core classes. These were 

the classes that had been collecting lower-level artifacts (shown previously in Table 1). Thus, 

each student in the sample would have two scores: an upper level assessment and a lower level 

grade point average (GPA).  

Table 4 presents the comparison of these two sets. A comparison of student results for (a) the 

mean from upper-level faculty assessments in each core component; and (b) the core course GPA 

of these students in relevant core courses. Hypothetically, the shading pattern used in Table 4 

could represent areas of success, as well as areas that may need deeper consideration. Similar 

to a traffic light, green is good, yellow indicates borderline progress, and red represents potential 

problems.  
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Table 4: Faculty Trust Model Proof of Concept Preliminary Results 

If these results were to hold for a larger population, the first order of business would be to 

conduct an in-depth review of communication skills. The course grade point average in related 

coursework indicates better performance than capstone instructors felt they observed in 

upperclassmen. Similarly, the Social Responsibility results show very little improvement. The 

departments most related to these objectives may have insight for core instructors; however, this 

discussion needs to be campus-wide. As stated prior, all SFA faculty are responsible for Core 

Objective attainment.   

Following dissemination of this data, a town hall or other all-faculty discussion would offer an 

open forum focused on core attainment perceptions, and possible ways to move forward with 

core instruction. Changes to SFA’s core approach would emanate from faculty for subsequent 

deliberation in the CCC. At that point, any changes would follow standard protocol at SFA.  

Mentioned previously, the data from the Senior Exit Survey provides a third set of data for 

comparison and discussion. These three sets of data, while unmatched, can provide potential 

insights and inform practice. Further, we can triangulate the data sources for a stronger overall 

perception of core attainment, all to be interpreted by our trusted faculty. As a 

preliminary analysis example, consider Figure 8, a comparison of two data sets. Charts A and 

B within Figure 8 represent the upper-level instructor assessments and the SES self-assessment 

percentages, respectively. Both form a similar pattern among specific objectives.  

 

Figure 8: Data Set Comparison 
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In summary, a short, bulleted list may be appropriate. SFA’s current assessment plan provides 

numerous advantages to the original structure:  

 It costs less.  

 It takes less time.  

 It lowers the anger level of the professoriate.  

 It provides flexibility toward future iterations of the Texas Core Curriculum.  

 It avoids confusion regarding assignments and assessment protocol.  

 It provides a simple, yet powerful, means of determining whether success in Core 

Component courses translates to success at the finishing stages of the undergraduate 

experience.  

 It demonstrates trust to the very faculty on whom we depend to both educate and assess 

students.  
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SFA CORE CURRICULUM ASSESSMENT PLAN 
FALL 2014-FORWARD 

The New Texas Higher Education Core Curriculum 

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) approved a major revision of 
the Texas Core Curriculum on October 27, 2011.  This revision included a “42 semester 
credit hour core curriculum for all undergraduate students in Texas” (see Appendix 1),  
“. . . a statement of purpose, six core objectives, and common component areas” 
(THECB, n.d., Texas Core Curriculum).  The statement of purpose says, “Through the 
Texas Core Curriculum, students will gain a foundation of knowledge of human cultures 
and the physical and natural world, develop principles of personal and social 
responsibility for living in a diverse world, and advance intellectual and practical skills 
that are essential for all learning” (THECB, n.d., Texas Core Curriculum). 

Core Objectives 

The core objectives established by the THECB (n.d., Elements of the core curriculum) 
are: 

Critical Thinking Skills - to include creative thinking, innovation, inquiry, and 
analysis, evaluation and synthesis of information  
Communication Skills - to include effective development, interpretation and 
expression of ideas through written, oral and visual communication  
Empirical and Quantitative Skills - to include the manipulation and analysis of 
numerical data or observable facts resulting in informed conclusions  
Teamwork - to include the ability to consider different points of view and to work 
effectively with others to support a shared purpose or goal  
Personal Responsibility - to include the ability to connect choices, actions and 
consequences to ethical decision-making  
Social Responsibility - to include intercultural competence, knowledge of civic 
responsibility, and the ability to engage effectively in regional, national, and 
global communities 

Component Areas 

The component areas of the new core are: 
Communication - Courses in this category focus on developing ideas and 
expressing them clearly, considering the effect of the message, fostering 
understanding, and building the skills needed to communicate persuasively.  
Courses involve the command of oral, aural, written, and visual literacy skills that 
enable people to exchange messages appropriate to the subject, occasion, and 
audience. 
Mathematics - Courses in this category focus on quantitative literacy in logic, 
patterns, and relationships.  Courses involve the understanding of key 
mathematical concepts and the application of appropriate quantitative tools to 
everyday experience.  
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Life and Physical Sciences - Courses in this category focus on describing, 
explaining, and predicting natural phenomena using the scientific method.  
Courses involve the understanding of interactions among natural phenomena 
and the implications of scientific principles on the physical world and on human 
experiences. 
Language, Philosophy and Culture - Courses in this category focus on how 
ideas, values, beliefs, and other aspects of culture express and affect human 
experience.  Courses involve the exploration of ideas that foster aesthetic and 
intellectual creation in order to understand the human condition across cultures. 
Creative Arts - Courses in this category focus on the appreciation and analysis 
of creative artifacts and works of the human imagination.  Courses involve the 
synthesis and interpretation of artistic expression and enable critical, creative, 
and innovative communication about works of art.  
American History - Courses in this category focus on the consideration of past 
events and ideas relative to the United States, with the option of including Texas 
History for a portion of this component area.  Courses involve the interaction 
among individuals, communities, states, the nation, and the world, considering 
how these interactions have contributed to the development of the United States 
and its global role.  
Government/Political Science - Courses in this category focus on consideration 
of the Constitution of the United States and the constitutions of the states, with 
special emphasis on that of Texas.  Courses involve the analysis of 
governmental institutions, political behavior, civic engagement, and their political 
and philosophical foundations.  
Social and Behavioral Sciences - Courses in this category focus on the 
application of empirical and scientific methods that contribute to the 
understanding of what makes us human.  Courses involve the exploration of 
behavior and interactions among individuals, groups, institutions, and events, 
examining their impact on the individual, society, and culture. 
Component Area Option – 
a. A minimum of 3 SCH must meet the definition and corresponding core

objectives specified in one of the foundational component areas
b. As an option for up to 3 semester credit hours of the Component Area

Option, an institution may select course(s) that:
(i) Meet(s) the definition specified for one or more of the foundational
component areas; and
(ii) Include(s) a minimum of three core objectives, including Critical
Thinking Skills, Communication Skills, and one of the remaining core
objectives of the institution's choice.  (THEBC, n.d., Foundational
component areas)

In addition, the THECB established requirements for objectives to be satisfied by each 
component area in the core (see Appendix 2). 
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Assessment of the New Core Curriculum 

The THECB also established guidelines for assessment of the core curriculum.  They 
identified the purpose of assessment of the core to be, “for institutions to discover, 
document and seek to improve student attainment of the six core objectives of the 
UEAC proposed General Education Core Curriculum” (THECB, n.d., Core curriculum 
assessment guidelines).  Five values of core curriculum assessment were also 
identified: 

1. The core objectives form the foundation of the institution's General
Education Core Curriculum.

2. Institutions use assessment of the core objectives to improve student
learning.

3. Faculty participation is integral throughout the assessment cycle.

4. Institutions use multiple measures for effective assessment, including at
least one direct measure per core objective. Externally informed
benchmarks are encouraged.

5. Assessment practice is evolving.  (THECB, n.d., Core curriculum
assessment guidelines)

Institutions are required to submit a report on the assessment of the core to the THECB 
every 10 years.  Accountability for assessment of the Core Objectives is at the 
institutional level.  These reports will be reviewed by the THECB staff to confirm 
ongoing assessment of the core objectives.  Institutions are “encouraged to voluntarily 
participate in a peer review of the assessment of the six core objectives” (THECB, n.d., 
Core curriculum assessment guidelines).  Each institution is allowed to select peer 
reviewers, and the reviewers are encouraged to give feedback to the institution. 

Timeline for Implementation of the New Core 

Institutions must design a core curriculum that complies with the new state core and 
develop assessment plans for the core by November 30, 2013.  Faculty should have 
responsibility for developing the core curriculum, and for ensuring that each course 
selected for inclusion will meet the requirements for the Foundational Component 
Areas, and the inclusion of all core objectives for the Foundational Component Areas.  
Institutions must submit their new core curriculum to the THCB staff for review by 
November 30, 2013.  On or before February 1, 2014, the THECB staff will evaluate 
each institutions core to be sure that there are no problems, and will provide approval 
and/or constructive feedback if changes are needed.  The new core must be 
implemented during Fall 2014. 
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The Current Core Course Assessment Process 

Stephen F. Austin State University (SFA) began a program of continuous assessment of 
the core curriculum in 2006, in compliance with state regulations.  The current core 
assessment process, based on assessment of the Exemplary Educational Outcomes at 
the course level, has produced uneven results and has not yielded the kind of 
information needed to draw institutional level conclusions on student success.  In its 
review of the core assessment results, the Core Curriculum Assessment Committee 
(2010) reported to the Provost that it was “difficult to draw firm conclusions due to the 
lack of coordination of assessment methods between courses in the component areas” 
(p. 1).  The committee went on to recommend “that when the core assessment process 
is revised, course coordinators and faculty in each component area of the core 
collaborate to develop objectives, assessment methods, learning outcomes, and rubrics 
that consistently measure the content” (p. 1).  The committee went on to state, “when 
the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board issues the new core requirements, 
more coordination within component areas of the core will be needed to yield more 
useful information for institutional change” (p. 5).  The Provost accepted the findings of 
the review conducted by the committee, along with the included recommendations.  The 
new assessment plan outlined in this document has been developed with these findings 
and recommendations in mind. 

Some departments have expressed concern about abandoning the current course-
based assessment process because they have made positive improvements in their 
core courses based on the process.  Assessment of the effectiveness of instructional 
strategies used in courses is essential for the continuous improvement of student 
learning, and conscientious departments will continue to assess the effectiveness of 
their courses.  Nothing in the current plan should be interpreted as discouraging or 
preventing departments from assessing and improving courses.  The current plan 
simply removes the reporting requirement for course level assessment. 

Plan for Assessing the Core at SFA 

SFA understands the importance of the THECB core objectives.  The ultimate 
educational and professional success of SFA students is likely related to core objective 
accomplishment.  SFA recognizes the institutional responsibility to develop an 
environment in which all students will have the best opportunity to meet the core 
objectives.  All faculty, regardless of the specific courses taught, will be responsible for 
assisting students in meeting the core objectives.  To that end, core objective 
assessment will proceed across all disciplines and undergraduate levels.  This broader 
concept represents a change from the previous process where assessment only 
occurred in core courses.  Other assessment process changes include the evaluation of 
student work samples with institutionally common assessment rubrics.  The new core 
assessment process allows for evaluation of the core objectives as students progress 
from lower-level courses through upper-level courses. Assessment results will be 
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utilized to provide institutional insight, which will be used to improve student learning 
and move the university toward insuring the preparation of successful graduates. 

This approach to assessment is informed by the experiences of institutions such as 
Oklahoma State University, San Jose’ State University, California State Polytechnic 
University-Pomonia, Truman State University, Clemson University, Texas A&M 
University, The University of Houston, Illinois State University, Alverno College, Georgia 
Southern University, and many others.  The assessment process outlined here is an 
adaption of the Institutional Portfolio Model which was developed by Jeffrey Seybert 
(2009), of the National Higher Education Benchmarking Institute, and is employed to 
one extent or another by a variety of institutions including Amarillo College, Edison 
State College, Johnson County Community College, Oklahoma State University, Texas 
A&M University, and Illinois State University. 

The Institutional Portfolio Model 

The Institutional Portfolio Model, as developed by Seybert (2009), was designed around 
several points.  First, “general education is the responsibility of the faculty as a whole, 
not individual departments” (p. 7).  Second, assessment should be “minimally intrusive 
for both faculty and students” (p. 7).  The model “requires no special class sessions, no 
sacrifice of class time for testing, and no external incentives for students to perform 
well” (p. 7).  Third, assessment should “use existing examples of student work” (p. 9).  
The model is not an add-on; “existing classroom projects should provide ample 
evidence of student learning and success that evolves from and can be considered in 
an authentic context” (p. 9).  Fourth, the use of standardized tests is not recommended 
because they generally do not provide the type of information needed for improving the 
core curriculum, students are often not motivated to do their best work on standardized 
tests, and there are many core objectives for which there are no existing standardized 
tests.  These principles have made the model attractive to many institutions seeking to 
assess the effectiveness of their core curriculum. 

The Institutional Portfolio is developed through the collection and review of student work 
artifacts produced throughout the curriculum for each core outcome.  Seybert (2009) 
recommends the review of 100 student work artifacts per core outcome.  Reviews of 
student work are conducted by multidisciplinary faculty teams of 3 to 5 persons using 
holistic rubrics.  Reviews can be conducted by team members individually or as a group 
with negotiated agreement on final ratings.  The results of the reviews are compiled, 
analyzed, and reported in the aggregate.  Analysis of the results may include 
demographic breakdowns on variables such as credit hours earned, prior courses 
completed, and transfer status.  Results of the reviews and analysis are reported to 
faculty committees, and the faculty acts on the assessment results. 

Guiding Principles 

The proposed assessment plan for SFA’s core curriculum is founded on several 
principles drawn from best practices in core curriculum assessment. 
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First, the most effective way to approach assessment of the core is from a 
programmatic perspective.  This approach “conceptualizes general education as a 
coordinated whole leading to the development of the overall student as a member of 
society” (Nichols & Nichols, 2001, p. 17).  This approach “considers general education 
as a whole with identifiable outcomes and different disciplines contributing to each of 
those outcomes” (p. 19).  Nichols and Nichols note the advantages of this approach to 
be: 

(a) its comprehensive treatment of the subject, (b) its facilitation of assessment
“beyond the individual section and instruction level,” (c) its feasibility for
implementation within an achievable and sustainable level of effort, and (d) the
extent to which this approach fits most regional accrediting association
expectations. (p. 19)

Second, the plan is based on the idea that the best way to assess expansive core 
objectives, like those required by the THECB, is through the evaluation of student work 
samples drawn from course assignments that are intended to demonstrate students’ 
attainment of the core objectives.  These assignments serve as direct measures of 
student performance, supply specific information about student performance, and can 
provide results that help target areas of success and needed improvement in the core 
(Nichols & Nichols). 

Third, the core curriculum should be viewed not as the responsibility of individual 
departments, courses, or faculty, but as the province of the university (Nichols & 
Nichols).  Viewed from this perspective, any core assessment plan should provide the 
ability to draw university level conclusions about the effectiveness of the core.  The plan 
presented here will allow conclusions to be drawn on the effectiveness of the core at the 
university level. 

Fourth, the core objectives, as identified by the THECB, should not be considered 
adequately developed through a small number of courses early in a student’s academic 
career.  Instead, the core objectives are developed throughout a student’s career at the 
university (Nichols & Nichols).  A baseline should be established to allow comparison of 
learning gains made over time.  Such baselines allow for comparisons between 
students’ performance on core objectives early in their career and toward the end of 
their career, or value-added assessment (Allen, 2004).  To establish such benchmarks, 
examples of student work will be collected in core curriculum courses and assessed 
using common rubrics. 

Fifth, the assessment plan outlined here also focuses in part on student performance at 
the upper-level.  Examples of student work will be collected from upper-level courses 
and assessed using common rubrics developed and approved by faculty.  The focus on 
measuring performance at the upper-level supports the Southern Association of 
Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (2012b) Comprehensive Standard 
3.5.1, “The institution identified college-level general education competencies and the 
extent to which students have attained them” (p. 29).  The rationale for this standard 
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includes the following, “the institution is responsible for identifying measures to 
determine the extent to which students have attained those competencies during their 
course of study as well as the extent to which students have actually attained those 
competencies” (Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on 
Colleges, 2012a, p. 66).  Required documentation for this standard include, “evidence of 
the extent to which students of undergraduate degree programs have attained the 
college-level competencies” (p. 67).  It is clear that SACS expects the development of 
the general education competencies/objectives to take place throughout a student’s 
college career and not just in lower-level core courses.  Therefore, to gain an accurate 
picture of student achievement on general education competencies/objectives it is 
necessary to measure student achievement as close to the end of their college career 
as possible. 

Sixth, the use of multiple measures will allow for a fuller picture of students’ 
achievement of the core objectives (Allen, 2004).  Multiple measures will be 
incorporated into the core assessment plan for SFA through the use of direct and 
indirect measures (see Appendix 3).  Direct measures will include the assessment of 
student work drawn from assignments in core-level and upper-level courses, and the 
ETS Proficiency Profile.  Indirect measures will include select questions on the SFA 
Senior Exit Survey and the National Survey of Student Engagement. 

Seventh, faculty involvement is essential at all stages of the core assessment process 
(Allen 2004; Palomba & Banta, 1999; THECB, n.d., Core curriculum assessment 
guidelines).  Faculty will be meaningfully involved in each step of the core curriculum 
assessment process outlined in this document, yet when compared to the current 
course based system of assessment, the new process is intended to reduce the work 
load on individual faculty members.  The responsibility for assessing student work, 
tracking student performance, and documenting results falls at the university level and 
not on individual faculty.  Nichols and Nichols (2001) note that course-based 
assessment of the core is difficult to sustain over time because of the level of faculty 
effort required, but that a programmatic approach to assessment, like the one outlined 
here, is “distinctly accomplishable and sustainable year in and year out” (p. 19).     

Eighth, academic freedom and assessment should be viewed as compatible, not 
antithetical.  Gary Rhoades, general secretary of the American Association of University 
Professors, addressed this very issue: 

To some observers as well as some faculty, the AAUP’s principles and policies 
might suggest that the association encourages its members to resist the 
assessment of student learning outcomes, including action on that data to reform 
curriculum and instruction.  That is a fundamental misreading and misapplication 
of the association’s basic principles as they pertain to assessment and 
institutional improvement . . . Assessment of student learning and reform of 
teaching and academic programs are core academic activities. As such, the 
AAUP sees them as being the primary responsibility of faculty—individually and 
collectively.  (Gold, Rhoades, Smith, & Kuh, 2011, p. 7) 
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As noted, faculty will be involved in decision making at all steps of development and 
implementation of the core assessment process.  At all points, care has been and will 
be taken to respect academic freedom and faculty rights. 

Assessment of Student Work 

Student work provides a direct and convenient way to assess student performance on 
the core objectives.  While standardized tests provide general measures of student 
knowledge, the assessment of student work can be used to gain more detailed 
information on student learning and help identify specific areas of needed improvement 
in the core.  Such student work should be a natural outgrowth of instruction tied to the 
core objectives required in each core course.  In many cases existing assignments can 
be used to assess student performance on core objectives.  Faculty should begin their 
work on identifying assignments to be used for core assessment by reviewing existing 
assignments to determine if they can be used for this purpose.  In other cases, new 
assignments will need to be developed to assess student performance on the core 
objectives; such assignments will need to be developed as an integral part of the 
pedagogical requirements for compliance with the new core. 

Identification of Student Work in Core Courses 

Similar to our existing core course assessment process, faculty in each department 
proposing a course for inclusion in the core will identify specific course assignments 
(e.g., papers, projects, speeches, presentations, essays) used to measure student 
mastery of each required or optionally selected core objective for the Foundational 
Component Area in which the course is to be included (see Appendix 2).  An 
assignment may be used to measure multiple objectives, and, when possible, existing 
assignments should be used.  Faculty should make certain that the identified 
assignments provide students the opportunity to clearly demonstrate levels of mastery 
of the associated objective(s).  A copy of the instructions, guidelines, rubrics/scoring 
guidelines, key and all other materials associated with the identified assignments must 
be submitted with the Core Curriculum Assessment Objective Map for Proposed Core 
Curriculum Courses (see Appendix 4).  The Core Curriculum Assessment Objective 
Map for Proposed Core Curriculum Courses must be submitted to the OSLIA at 
assessmentcoordinator@sfasu.edu by October 1, 2013. 

Assignments will be reviewed by the Core Curriculum Assessment Committee or an 
appropriate subcommittee of the Core Curriculum Assessment Committee for alignment 
to required and optionally selected objectives.  Departments will be notified if, upon 
review, the assignments do not effectively align with assessment objectives.  At such an 
occasion, the department will be asked for modifications, revisions, or submissions of 
new assignments.  Reviews, approvals, and notifications to departments should be 
complete by May 1, 2014.  The Core Curriculum Assessment Committee must review 
assignments and their acceptable alignment to objectives prior to the delivery of any 
course in the core. 
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Identification of Student Work in Upper-Level Courses 

Faculty in each academic program/major will identify an upper-level course or courses 
in each major in which students are expected to demonstrate high level mastery of the 
core objectives.  A course should be identified for each objective, but the same course 
may be identified for multiple objectives.  These courses will be identified on the Core 
Curriculum Assessment Objective Map for Upper-Level Courses (see Appendix 5).  
Faculty will also identify specific course assignments (e.g., term papers, projects, 
speeches, presentations) used to measure mastery of the identified core objectives.  A 
single assignment must be identified for each objective, but an assignment may be used 
for multiple objectives.  When possible, existing assignments should be used.  Faculty 
should make certain that the identified assignment provides students the opportunity to 
clearly demonstrate mastery of the associated objective(s).  A copy of the instructions, 
guidelines, rubrics, and all other materials associated with the identified assignments 
will be submitted with the Core Curriculum Assessment Map for Upper-Level Courses.  
The Core Curriculum Assessment Map for Upper-Level Courses will be submitted to the 
Office of Student Learning and Institutional Assessment at 
assessmentcoordinator@sfasu.edu by October 1, 2015.  The Core Curriculum 
Assessment Committee or an appropriate subcommittee of the Core Curriculum 
Assessment Committee will review all assignments for alignment with the associated 
objectives.  Departments will be notified if, upon review, the assignments do not 
effectively align with assessment objectives.  At such an occasion, the department will 
be asked for modifications, revisions, or submissions of other assignments.  Reviews, 
approvals, and notifications to departments should be complete by May 1, 2016.  The 
Core Curriculum Assessment Committee must review assignments and their acceptable 
alignment to objectives prior to the inclusion of assignments in the assessment of core 
objectives. 

Descriptions of Assignments Used for Assessment 

Assignments to be used for core assessment may include, but are not limited to, lab 
reports, term/research papers, videos of speeches or presentations, essays, and journal 
entries. 

Critical Thinking Skills:   assignments that allow students to demonstrate the 
comprehensive exploration of issues, ideas, artifacts, and events before accepting or 
formulating an opinion or conclusion.  Critical thinking can be demonstrated in 
assignments that require students to complete analyses of texts, data, or issues.  
Assignments focused on the evaluation of information sources and student reflection 
may also be appropriate. 

Communication Skills:  any assignment that requires students to present a 
grammatically correct essay or speech effectively organized with an introduction, 
conclusion, thesis statement, supportive reasoning, and appropriately documented 
evidence.  If the assignment is an oral presentation, the assignment should also require 
effective verbal and nonverbal delivery.  Visual design elements should be incorporated 
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into communication assignments.  Visual elements include, but are not limited to 
photographs, graphs, tables, charts, slides, videos, presentation graphics, etc. 

Empirical and Quantitative Skills:  assignments where logic, scientific, or 
mathematical analysis may be required.  Empirical skills must address the thinking 
process as it is demonstrated through observation, experimentation, and/or experience 
and that can be demonstrated through quantitative data and/or qualitative reasoning.  

Quantitative skills will ideally demonstrate a student’s higher‐order thinking capabilities 
through the use of applied logic and/or analytical assignments that have a purpose 
beyond merely providing the ‘right’ answer. 

Teamwork:  assignments that demonstrate the quality of the teamwork process rather 
than the end result.  Assignments will demonstrate evidence of an individual’s 
contribution and interaction within a team. 

Personal Responsibility:  assignments that require students to reason about ethical 
human conduct.  Assignments may involve, but are not limited to, requiring students to 
assess their own ethical values and the social context of problems, recognize ethical 
issues in a variety of settings, think about how different ethical perspectives might be 
applied to ethical dilemmas and consider the ramifications of alternative actions. 

Social Responsibility:  assignments that provide students the opportunity to 
demonstrate intercultural competence, knowledge of civic responsibility, and the ability 
to engage effectively in regional, national, and/or global communities.  Assignments 
also allow students to demonstrate the cognitive, affective, and behavioral skills and 
characteristics that support effective and appropriate interaction in a variety of cultural 
contexts (Bennett, 2008).  Assignments may involve, but are not limited to, service 
learning projects, volunteering, civic awareness activities, political involvement, 
reflective learning activities, discussions about race/ethnic relations, and diversity 
experiences. 

Assessment Implementation Schedule for Student Work 

To facilitate the implementation of the new assessment plan, it will be phased in over 
time.  Collection of student work for communication will begin in Fall 2014, and 
assessment begins in Spring 2015.  Collection of student work for critical thinking and 
social responsibility will begin in Spring 2015, and assessment begins in Fall 2015.  
Collection of student work for empirical and quantitative skills, teamwork, and personal 
responsibility will begin in Fall 2015, and assessment begins in Spring 2016.  Beginning 
with the Spring and Fall of 2016, student work for critical thinking, communication, and 
social responsibility will be assessed every even-numbered calendar year.  Beginning 
with the Spring and Fall of 2017, student work for empirical and quantitative skills, 
teamwork, and personal responsibility will be assessed every odd-numbered calendar 
year.  When the schedule is fully implemented, student work from core courses will be 
collected for three core objectives each semester, and the student work will be 
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assessed during the following semester.  This cycle will be repeated, so that all 
objectives will be assessed each calendar year (see Appendix 6). 

Student work will be collected from upper-level classes for the first time in Spring 2018, 
and assessed during Fall 2018.  The collection of student work from upper-level classes 
will follow a schedule similar to the one outlined above for core courses (see Appendix 
7). 

The Office of Student Learning and Institutional Assessment will select a random 
sample of 100 individual student assignments for core courses and 100 individual 
student assignments for upper-level courses annually for each objective scheduled for 
assessment, and provide them to the appropriate assessment team. 

Collection of Assignments for Core Assessment 

Student work from both core curriculum and upper-level courses will be collected 
electronically, either through Desire 2 Learn or another system.  Student work identified 
for core assessment will be collected from all core courses scheduled for assessment 
and the designated upper-level courses.  Faculty will be provided instruction for 
uploading assignments and will provide those instructions to their students as a part of 
the instructions/guidelines for the assignment(s).  Faculty will require their students to 
upload the assignment(s).  After the student work has been uploaded, the Office of 
Student Learning and Institutional Assessment will randomly select student work to be 
assessed from the uploaded material. 

Assessment of Student Work 

Student assignments will be assessed using common rubrics for each objective 
developed by 6 to 10 member faculty teams representing academic departments 
offering core courses responsible for coverage of specific objectives.  Faculty eligible to 
be nominated by departments for service on rubric teams include tenured, tenure track, 
non-tenure track faculty with 50% or greater appointments, and administrators with 
teaching responsibilities.  Team members will be selected by the Core Curriculum 
Assessment Committee from those faculty nominated by academic departments.  
Teams will be chaired by members of the Core Curriculum Assessment Committee.  To 
the extent possible, rubric teams will consist of representatives from each component 
area required to assess an objective, and specialists in assessment of a particular 
objective.  These common rubrics will focus on the skills developed through the core 
objectives, and not on course content specific information.  An excellent starting point 
for these rubrics can be found in the VALUE Rubrics from the Association of American 
Colleges and Universities. 

Student assignments will be assessed by 3 to 5 member interdisciplinary faculty 
assessment teams drawn from a list of faculty nominated by departments.  Faculty 
eligible to be nominated for service on assessment teams include tenured, tenure track, 
non-tenure track faculty with 50% or greater appointments, and administrators with 
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teaching responsibilities.  To the extent possible, assessment teams should include 
content area specialists from the courses from which student assignments have been 
drawn.  Members of the assessment teams will be selected and assigned by the Core 
Curriculum Assessment Committee with the approval of the Provost, and serve 
staggered terms of 2 or 3 years. 

The Office of Student Learning and Institutional Assessment and Core Curriculum 
Assessment Committee will be responsible for training members of the assessment 
teams in the use of the rubrics, and calibration of the team members’ use of the rubrics.  
Special attention will be given in the training sessions to the development of intercoder 
reliability.  Members of the Core Curriculum Assessment Committee and staff from the 
Office of Student Learning and Institutional Assessment will work together to facilitate 
meetings of the assessment teams. 

ETS® Proficiency Profile 

The ETS® Proficiency Profile (ETS PP) is a standardized test that has been used by 
SFA for several years. Each year the ETS PP is administered to around 200 freshmen 
enrolled in ENG 131, and around 200 seniors enrolled in 400 level classes.  Educational 
Testing Service (ETS) strongly recommends that the ETS PP be administered in the 
context of a class, rather than administered outside of a class in a mass testing 
situation.  We will continue to administer the ETS PP, and the information will be used 
as part of our information gathering for core assessment. 

The ETS PP is a test of critical thinking, reading, writing, and mathematics designed to 
measure the academic skills developed through general education courses, instead of 
the subject knowledge specifically taught in those courses.   Aside from measuring the 
designated skills, the ETS PP also measures three facets of context-based knowledge: 
humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences.  While the ETS PP provides a 
measure of several core objectives, it does not provide specific or detailed information 
on our students’ achievement on these objectives.  ETS PP scores give us a general 
picture of how our students perform on the objectives covered by the test, but do not 
give us specific information we need to make specific improvements in our core 
curriculum. 

SFA Senior Exit Survey 

The SFA Senior Exit Survey is being developed by an institutional workgroup.  This 
survey will be administered by Fall 2014, and include specific questions dealing with 
students’ perceptions of achievement of the core objectives.  The survey will be 
distributed electronically to all graduating seniors each fall, spring, and summer. 

National Survey of Student Engagement 

The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) is administered by the Office of 
Institutional Research to SFA students during the spring of odd-numbered years.  The 
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NSSE is administered online to a sample of first-year and senior students.  Select items 
from the NSSE will be used as an indirect measure of student performance on select 
core objectives. 

Use of Assessment Results 

The Office of Student Learning and Institutional Assessment staff will compile the 
results generated by the assessment teams and annually report the results to the 
Provost, deans, Core Curriculum Advisory Committee, Core Curriculum Assessment 
Committee, and all departments and faculty involved in teaching core curriculum 
courses.  Results will be disaggregated to show the results for transfer and native 
students.  The Core Curriculum Advisory Committee will meet to consider the results; 
facilitate meetings of faculty relevant to specific core objectives and/or component areas 
to consider action plans based on the assessment results; develop institutional action 
plans for improvements in the core based on the assessment results; communicate 
these actions to the faculty, deans, and Provost; and monitor implementation and 
effectiveness of improvements.  The Core Curriculum Assessment Committee will meet 
to consider the results; facilitate meetings of faculty relevant to specific core objectives 
or component areas to consider action plans related to assessment plans based on the 
assessment results; develop institutional action plans for improvements in assessment 
methods and plans; communicate these actions to the faculty, chairs, deans, Provost; 
and monitor implementation and effectiveness of improvements in assessment of the 
core. 

The faculty of any department may, based on assessment results, recommend action 
plans for improvements in the core to the Core Curriculum Advisory Committee or 
action plans for improvements in assessment of the core to the Core Curriculum 
Assessment Committee.  Such recommendations from departmental faculty will be 
given due consideration by the appropriate committee, and the committee will provide a 
response to the departmental faculty.  All assessment plans, results, and actions will be 
tracked in the assessment management system by the Office of Student Learning and 
Institutional Assessment. 
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Appendix 1 
Summary of New Texas Core Curriculum 

Semester Credit Hour Requirements 

Foundational 
Component Areas 

Semester Credit Hour 
Minimum Requirement 

Communication 6 

Mathematics 3 

Life and Physical Science 6 

Language, Philosophy & 
Culture 

3 

Creative Arts 3 

American History 6 

Government/Political Science 6 

Social/Behavioral Science 3 

Component Area Option 6 

TOTAL 42 

Appendix 1



 17 

Appendix 2 
Core Objectives Mapped to 

Foundational Component Areas 

Component 
Area 

Critical 
Thinking 

Communication 
Skills 

Empirical & 
Quantitative 

Skills 

Teamwork Social 
Responsibility 

Personal 
Responsibility 

Communication Required Required Optional Required Optional Required 

Mathematics Required Required Required Optional Optional Optional 

Life and 
Physical 
Sciences 

Required Required Required Required Optional Optional 

Language, 
Philosophy, & 
Culture 

Required Required Optional Optional Required Required 

Creative Arts Required Required Optional Required Required Optional 

American 
History 

Required Required Optional Optional Required Required 

Government & 
Political Science 

Required Required Optional Optional Required Required 

Social & 
Behavioral 
Science 

Required Required Required Optional Required Optional 

Component Area 
Option 

Required Required Dependent Dependent Dependent Dependent 

Appendix 1



 18 

Appendix 3 

Outline of the Core Curriculum Assessment Plan 

Core Objectives Assessment Type 

Critical Thinking 

To include creative thinking, innovation, inquiry, and 
analysis, evaluation and synthesis of information.

Assessment of Student Work from Across the Core Using the Critical Thinking Rubric  Direct 

Assessment of Upper-Level Student Work from Across the University Using the Critical 
Thinking Rubric 

Direct 

ETS® Proficiency Profile Direct 

SFA Senior Exit Survey Indirect 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Indirect 

Communication 

To include effective development, interpretation and 
expression of ideas through written, oral and visual 
communication. 

Assessment of Student Work from Across the Core Using the Communication Rubric Direct 

Assessment of Upper-Level Student Work from Across the University Using the 
Communication Rubric 

Direct 

ETS® Proficiency Profile Direct 

SFA Senior Exit Survey Indirect 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Indirect 

Empirical and Quantitative Skills 

To include the manipulation and analysis of numerical 
data or observable facts resulting in informed 
conclusions. 

Assessment of Student Work from Across the Core Using the Empirical and Quantitative 
Rubric 

Direct 

Assessment of Upper-Level Student Work from Across the University Using the Empirical and 
Quantitative Rubric 

Direct 

ETS® Proficiency Profile Direct 

SFA Senior Exit Survey Indirect 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Indirect 

Teamwork 

To include the ability to consider different points of 
view and to work effectively with others to support a 
shared purpose or goal. 

Assessment of Student Work from Across the Core Using the Teamwork Rubric Direct 

Assessment of Upper-Level Student Work from Across the University Using the Teamwork 
Rubric 

Direct 

SFA Senior Exit Survey Indirect 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Indirect 

Personal Responsibility 

To include the ability to connect choices, actions and 
consequences to ethical decision-making. 

Assessment of Student Work from Across the University Using the Personal Responsibility 
Rubric 

Direct 

Assessment of Upper-Level Student Work from Across the University Using the Personal 
Responsibility Rubric 

Direct 

SFA Senior Exit Survey Indirect 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Indirect 

Social Responsibility 

To include intercultural competence, knowledge of 
civic responsibility, and the ability to engage effectively 
in regional, national, and global communities. 

Assessment of Student Work from Across the University Using the Social Responsibility 
Rubric 

Direct 

Assessment of Upper-Level Student Work from Across the University Using the Social 
Responsibility Rubric 

Direct 

SFA Senior Exit Survey Indirect 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) Indirect 
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Appendix 4 
Core Curriculum Assessment Objective Map for 

Proposed Core Curriculum Courses 

Please complete the following form for each course proposed for inclusion in the Core Curriculum.  Refer to the Core Objectives Mapped to Foundational Component 
Areas table to (Appendix 2) ensure that required core objectives are addressed.  Attach a copy of the instructions, guidelines, rubrics, and all other materials associated 
with each the assignments identified for measuring mastery of an objective (see Descriptions of Embedded Assignments Used for Assessment).  Forms and required 
attachments should be completed and submitted electronically to assessmentcoordinator@sfasu.edu by October 1, 2013. 

Course Prefix Course Number Short Course Title 

Department 

Contact Name 

E-mail

Extension 

Required or Optional Core Objective Assignment Measuring Mastery of Objective 

Identify the appropriate objective by placing an X in the space provided. Provide the title for the assignment in the space below that will be used for demonstrating mastery of the selected objective. 

Critical Thinking - to include creative thinking, innovation, inquiry, 
and analysis, evaluation and synthesis of information 

Communication - to include effective development, interpretation 
and expression of ideas through written, oral and visual 
communication 

Empirical and Quantitative Skills - to include the manipulation and 
analysis of numerical data or observable facts resulting in informed 
conclusions 

Teamwork - to include the ability to consider different points of 
view and to work effectively with others to support a shared 
purpose or goal 

Personal Responsibility- to include the ability to connect choices, 
actions and consequences to ethical decision-making 

Social Responsibility- to include intercultural competence, 
knowledge of civic responsibility, and the ability to engage 
effectively in regional, national, and global communities 

Foundational Component Area 
Identify the appropriate Foundational Component Area for the course with an X in the space provided.

Communication American History 

Mathematics Government/Political Science 

Life and Physical Sciences Social and Behavioral Sciences 

Language, Philosophy, and Culture Component Area Option 

Creative Arts 
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Appendix 5 
Core Curriculum Assessment Objective Map for 

Upper-Level Courses 

Faculty in each academic program/major should identify upper-level courses in which students are expected to demonstrate high level mastery of a core objective.  A 
course should be identified for each objective, but the same course may require mastery of multiple objectives.  These courses should be listed in the “Course” space 
below.  Faculty will also identify specific course assignments (e.g., term papers, projects, speeches, presentations) used to measure mastery of the identified core 
objective(s).  An assignment should be identified for each objective, but an assignment may be used to measure multiple objectives.  Faculty should make certain that the 
identified assignment provides students the opportunity to clearly demonstrate mastery of the associated objective(s).  A copy of the instructions, guidelines, 
rubrics/scoring guides, keys, and all other materials associated with the identified assignments must be submitted with the Core Curriculum Assessment Objective Map.  
Please use a different form for each individual course.  Forms and required attachments should be completed and submitted electronically to 
assessmentcoordinator@sfasu.edu by October 1, 2015. 

Course Prefix Course Number Short Course Title 

Department 

Contact Name 

E-mail

Extension 

Core Objective Demonstrated Assignment Demonstrating Mastery of Objective 

Identify the appropriate objective by placing an X in the space provided. Provide the title for the assignment that will be used for demonstrating mastery of the selected objective in the space below. 

Critical Thinking - to include creative thinking, innovation, inquiry, and 
analysis, evaluation and synthesis of information 

Communication - to include effective development, interpretation and 
expression of ideas through written, oral and visual communication 

Empirical and Quantitative Skills - to include the manipulation and analysis of 
numerical data or observable facts resulting in informed conclusions 

Teamwork - to include the ability to consider different points of view and to 
work effectively with others to support a shared purpose or goal 

Personal Responsibility- to include the ability to connect choices, actions and 
consequences to ethical decision-making 

Social Responsibility- to include intercultural competence, knowledge of civic 
responsibility, and the ability to engage effectively in regional, national, and 
global communities 
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Appendix 6 

Schedule for Assessment of Student Work from Core Courses 
Fall 2014 – Forward 

Fall 2014 Spring 2015 Fall 2015 Spring 2016 Fall 2016 Spring 2017 Fall 2017 

Student 
Work 
Collected 

Communication Critical Thinking  
Social Responsibility 

Empirical and 
Quantitative Skills 
Teamwork 
Personal 
Responsibility 

Critical Thinking 
Communication 
Social Responsibility 

Critical Thinking 
Communication 
Social Responsibility 
(Repeated fall and 
spring of every even 
calendar year.) 

Empirical and 
Quantitative Skills 
Teamwork 
Personal 
Responsibility 

Empirical and 
Quantitative Skills 
Teamwork 
Personal 
Responsibility 
(Repeated fall and 
spring of every odd- 
calendar year.) 

Student 
Work 
Assessed 

Communication 
Critical Thinking  
Social Responsibility 

Empirical and 
Quantitative Skills 
Teamwork 
Personal Responsibility 

Critical Thinking 
Communication 
Social Responsibility 

Critical Thinking 
Communication 
Social Responsibility 
(Repeated each 
semester following 
assessment of the 
objectives.) 

Empirical and 
Quantitative Skills 
Teamwork 
Personal 
Responsibility 
(Repeated each 
semester following 
assessment of the 
objectives.) 
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Appendix 7 

Schedule for Assessment of Student Work from Upper-Level Courses 
Spring 2018 – Forward 

Spring 2018 Fall 2018 Spring 2019 Fall 2019 

Student 
Work 
Collected 

Critical Thinking 
Communication 
Social Responsibility 

Critical Thinking 
Communication 
Social Responsibility 
(Repeated fall and spring of every 
even numbered year.) 

Empirical and Quantitative Skills 
Teamwork 
Personal Responsibility 

Empirical and Quantitative Skills 
Teamwork 
Personal Responsibility 
(Repeated fall and spring of 
every odd-numbered year.) 

Student 
Work 
Assessed 

Critical Thinking 
Communication 
Social Responsibility 

Critical Thinking 
Communication 
Social Responsibility (Repeated 
following assessment of the 
objectives.) 

Empirical and Quantitative Skills 
Teamwork 
Personal Responsibility 
(Repeated following assessment 
of the objectives.) 
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CRITICAL THINKING RUBRIC 
This rubric was developed by an interdisciplinary team of faculty representing colleges at Stephen F. Austin State University (SFA) through a 

process that examined and modified the AACU Written Communication Value Rubric to meet the needs of SFA’s core curriculum assessment. 

The rubric articulates fundamental criteria for each learning outcome, with performance descriptors demonstrating progressively more 

sophisticated levels of attainment. The rubric is intended for institutional-level use in evaluating and discussing student learning, not for grading.  

The SFA team agrees with the utility of the AACU VALUE rubric, which “is to position learning at all undergraduate levels within a basic framework 

of expectations such that evidence of learning can by shared nationally through a common dialog and understanding of student success.” 

Definition 

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. 

Framing Language 

This rubric is designed to be transdisciplinary, reflecting the recognition that success in all disciplines requires habits of inquiry and analysis that 

share common attributes.  Further, research suggests that successful critical thinkers from all disciplines increasingly need to be able to apply 

those habits in various and changing situations encountered in all walks of life. 

This rubric is designed for use with many different types of assignments and the suggestions here are not an exhaustive list of possibilities. Critical 

thinking can be demonstrated in assignments that require students to complete analyses of text, data, or issues. Assignments that cut across 

presentation mode might be especially useful in some fields. If insight into the process components of critical thinking (e.g., how information 

sources were evaluated regardless of whether they were included in the product) is important, assignments focused on student reflection might be 

especially illuminating.  

Glossary 

The definitions that follow were developed to clarify terms and concepts used in this rubric only. 

• Assumptions:  Ideas, conditions, or beliefs (often implicit or unstated) that are "taken for granted or accepted as true without proof."

(quoted from www.dictionary.reference.com/browse/assumptions)

• Context:  The historical, ethical, political, cultural, environmental, or circumstantial settings or conditions that influence and complicate the

consideration of any issues, ideas, artifacts, and events.
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CRITICAL THINKING RUBRIC 
 

 

Critical Thinking Skills (THECB, Elements of the Core Curriculum):  to include creative thinking, innovation, inquiry, and analysis, evaluation and 
synthesis of information 
 
Definition: 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. 
 

 Capstone 

4 

Accomplished 

3 

Developing 

2 

Beginning 

1 

Unacceptable 

0 

Identification and 
explanation of issues 

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

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

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

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

Issue/problem to be considered 
critically is not stated. 

Collection of 
information 
 

Information
*
 taken from 

source(s) is sufficient to 
develop a comprehensive 
analysis and synthesis. 

Information taken from source(s) 
is sufficient to develop a 
coherent analysis and synthesis.   
 

Information taken from source(s) 
is insufficient to develop 
coherent analysis and synthesis.   
 

Information taken from source(s) is 
insufficient to develop any analysis 
and synthesis.   
 

No source information is 
provided. 

Recognition of 
context and 
assumptions 

Thoroughly (systematically and 
methodically) analyzes own 
and others' assumptions and 
carefully evaluates the 
relevance of contexts before 
presenting a point of view

**
.   

Identifies own and others' 
assumptions and several 
relevant contexts before 
presenting a point of view

**
. 

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

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

Shows no awareness of present 
assumptions.  Does not identify 
contexts before presenting a 
point of view. 

Evaluation and 
Synthesis of 
information 

The evaluation of information is 
thorough, taking into account 
the complexities of an issue, 
while acknowledging limits and 
synthesizing other points of 
view. 

The evaluation of information is 
sufficient, taking into account 
some complexities of an issue, 
while acknowledging some limits 
and synthesizing other points of 
view. 

The evaluation of information is 
incomplete, not taking into 
account the complexities of an 
issue.  

The evaluation of information is 
simplistic, obvious, or has limited 
relevance. 
 

No evaluation of information is 
provided. 

Conclusions and 
related outcomes 

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. 

No conclusion is provided. 

*
Information includes observations, experts’ sources, or empirical data. 

**
Point of view includes hypothesis, thesis, conditions, or perspectives. 

 
Reprinted [or Excerpted] with permission from Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and tools for Using Rubrics, edited by Terrel L. Rhodes. Copyright 2010 by the 
Association of American Colleges and Universities. 



WRITTEN AND VISUAL COMMUNICATION RUBRIC 
 

This rubric was developed by an interdisciplinary team of faculty representing colleges at Stephen F. Austin State 
University (SFA) through a process that examined and modified the AACU Written Communication Value Rubric to meet 
the needs of SFA’s core curriculum assessment. The rubric articulates fundamental criteria for each learning outcome, 
with performance descriptors demonstrating progressively more sophisticated levels of attainment. The rubric is intended 
for institutional-level use in evaluating and discussing student learning, not for grading.  The SFA team agrees with the 
utility of the AACU VALUE rubric, which “is to position learning at all undergraduate levels within a basic framework of 
expectations such that evidence of learning can by shared nationally through a common dialog and understanding of 
student success.” 

 
Definition 

 
Written communication is the development and expression of ideas in writing. Written communication involves learning to 
work in many genres and styles. It can involve working with many different writing technologies, and mixing texts, data, 
and images. Written communication abilities develop through iterative experiences across the curriculum. 

 
Framing Language 

 

This writing rubric is designed for use in a wide variety of educational institutions. The most clear finding to emerge from 
decades of research on writing assessment is that the best writing assessments are locally determined and sensitive to 
local context and mission.  Users of this rubric should, in the end, consider making adaptations and additions that clearly 
link the language of the rubric to individual campus contexts. 

This rubric focuses assessment on how specific written work samples or collectios of work respond to specific contexts. 
The central question guiding the rubric is "How well does writing respond to the needs of audience(s) for the work?" In 
focusing on this question the rubric does not attend to other aspects of writing that are equally important: issues of writing 
process, writing strategies, writers' fluency with different modes of textual production or publication, or writer's growing 
engagement with writing and disciplinarity through the process of writing.   

Evaluators using this rubric must have information about the assignments or purposes for writing guiding writers' work. 
Also recommended is including  reflective work samples of collections of work that address such questions as: What 
decisions did the writer make about audience, purpose, and genre as s/he compiled the work in the portfolio? How are 
those choices evident in the writing -- in the content, organization and structure, reasoning, evidence, mechanical and 
surface conventions, and citational systems used in the writing? This will enable evaluators to have a clear sense of how 
writers understand the assignments and take it into consideration as they evaluate 

The first section of this rubric addresses the context and purpose for writing.  A work sample or collections of work can 
convey the context and purpose for the writing tasks it showcases by including the writing assignments associated with 
work samples.  But writers may also convey the context and purpose for their writing within the texts.  It is important for 
faculty and institutions to include directions for students about how they should represent their writing contexts and 
purposes. 

Faculty interested in the research on writing assessment that has guided our work here can consult the National Council 
of Teachers of English/Council of Writing Program Administrators' White Paper on Writing Assessment (2008; 
www.wpacouncil.org/whitepaper) and the Conference on College Composition and Communication's Writing Assessment: 
A Position Statement (2008; www.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/123784.htm). 

 
Glossary 

 
The definitions that follow were developed to clarify terms and concepts used in this rubric only. 

• Content Development: The ways in which the text explores and represents its topic in relation to its audience and 
purpose. 

• Context of and purpose for writing:  The context of writing is the situation surrounding a text: who is reading it? who is 
writing it?  Under what circumstances will the text be shared or circulated? What social or political factors might affect 
how the text is composed or interpreted?  The purpose for writing is the writer's intended effect on an audience.  
Writers might want to persuade or inform; they might want to report or summarize information; they might want to 

http://www.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/123784.htm


work through complexity or confusion; they might want to argue with other writers, or connect with other writers; they 
might want to convey urgency or amuse; they might write for themselves or for an assignment or to remember. 

• Disciplinary conventions:  Formal and informal rules that constitute what is seen generally as appropriate within 
different academic fields, e.g. introductory strategies, use of passive voice or first person point of view, expectations 
for thesis or hypothesis, expectations for kinds of evidence and support that are appropriate to the task at hand, use 
of primary and secondary sources to provide evidence and support arguments and to document critical perspectives 
on the topic. Writers will incorporate sources according to disciplinary and genre conventions, according to the writer's 
purpose for the text. Through increasingly sophisticated use of sources, writers develop an ability to differentiate 
between their own ideas and the ideas of others, credit and build upon work already accomplished in the field or issue 
they are addressing, and provide meaningful examples to readers. 

• Evidence:  Source material that is used to extend, in purposeful ways, writers' ideas in a text. 

• Genre conventions:  Formal and informal rules for particular kinds of texts and/or media that guide formatting, 
organization, and stylistic choices, e.g. lab reports, academic papers, poetry, webpages, or personal essays. 

• Sources:   Texts (written, oral, behavioral, visual, or other) that writers draw on as they work for a variety of purposes--
to extend, argue with, develop, define, or shape their ideas, for example.



WRITTEN AND VISUAL COMMUNICATION RUBRIC 

Definition: Written communication is the development and expression of ideas in writing. Written communication involves learning to work in
many genres and styles. It can involve working with many different writing technologies, and mixing texts, data, and images. Written 
communication abilities develop through iterative experiences across the curriculum. 

Capstone 
4 

Accomplished 
3 

Developing 
2 

Beginning 
1 

Unacceptable 
0 

Audience, Context, 
and Purpose 

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

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

Demonstrates some 
attention to context, 
audience, purpose, and 
to the assigned task(s). 

Demonstrates minimal 
attention to context, 
audience, purpose, and 
to the assigned task(s). 

Fails to meet 
minimum criteria in 
addressing the 
audience, context, 
and purpose for 
writing. 

Content 
Development 

Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content and ideas 
that illustrate the writer's 
command and deep 
understanding of the subject,  
skillfully shaping the whole 
work. 

Uses appropriate, relevant, 
and compelling content to 
accurately explore ideas 
within the subject and shape 
the whole work. 

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

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

Fails to meet 
minimum criteria in 
addressing content 
development. 

Sources and 
Evidence 

Demonstrates skillful use of 
high-quality, credible, relevant 
sources to develop ideas that 
are appropriate for the 
assignment. 

Demonstrates consistent use 
of credible, relevant sources 
to support ideas that are 
appropriate for the 
assignment. 

Demonstrates an attempt 
to use credible and 
relevant sources to 
support ideas that are 
appropriate for the 
assignment. 

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

Fails to meet 
minimum criteria in 
demonstrating the 
use of sources to 
support ideas in the 
assignment. 

Organization And 
Presentation  

Demonstrates consistent, 
skillful, and thoroughly detailed 
attention to organization, 
presentation, and stylistic 
choices as appropriate to the 
assignment. 

Demonstrates consistent and 
skillful organization and 
presentation as appropriate to 
the assignment. 

Follows expectations for 
a consistent system of 
basic organization and 
presentation as 
appropriate to the  
assignment. 

Attempts to use a 
consistent system for 
basic organization and 
presentation as 
appropriate to the 
assignment. 

Fails to meet 
minimum criteria in 
organization and 
presentation. 

Control of Syntax 
and Mechanics 

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

Uses straightforward 
language that conveys 
meaning to readers with 
clarity. The language in the 
work has few errors. 

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

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

Fails to use language 
that demonstrates 
control of syntax and 
mechanics. 

Appendix 2



Visual aids Visual aids effectively support 

the communication of purposes 

and ideas; aids are integrated 

into the presentation 

seamlessly, thus fostering a full 

understanding of the 

message’s content. 

Visual aids generally support 

the communication of the 

student’s ideas and purposes; 

the aids effectively amplify or 

resonate the presentation of 

ideas and foster a good 

understanding of the 

message’s content. 

Visual aids support the 

communication of the 

student’s ideas and 

purposes but are only 

partially useful or 

informative.   

Visual aids do not 

particularly support the 

communication of the 

student’s ideas and 

purpose; they are 

insufficient to be of much 

use as they do little to 

elevate understanding. 

Visual aids are 

virtually non-existent, 

serve no purpose, or 

are not credible 

Reprinted [or Excerpted] with permission from Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and tools for Using Rubrics, edited by Terrel L. Rhodes. Copyright 2010 by the 
Association of American Colleges and Universities. 



ORAL AND VISUAL COMMUNICATION RUBRIC 

This rubric was adapted from the AACU’s VALUE rubric, developed by teams of faculty experts representing colleges and universities across the United States; 

although this adaptation is designed to aid Stephen F. Austin State University’s (SFA) specific assessment plan relative to Texas Coordinating Board objectives, it 

is based upon the culmination of processes that included the examination of many existing campus rubrics and related documents. The rubric articulates 

fundamental criteria for each learning outcome, with performance descriptors demonstrating progressively more sophisticated levels of attainment. The rubric is 

intended for institutional-level use in evaluating and discussing student learning, not for grading. As the AACU recommended, the core expectations articulated in 

all of its VALUE rubrics was translated into the language of SFA’s campus, disciplines, and courses. The rubric positions learning at all undergraduate levels within 

a basic framework of expectations such that evidence of learning can by shared nationally through a common dialogue and understanding of student success. 

The type of oral communication most likely to be included in a collection of student work is an oral presentation and, therefore, is the primary focus for the 

application of this rubric.  As the Texas Coordinating Board designates visual communication as one of its desired objectives, this rubric also provides for the 

examination of components for visual presentation most typically accompanying oral communication presentations. 

Definition 

Oral communication is, most generally, a prepared, purposeful presentation designed to increase knowledge, to foster understanding, or to promote change in the 

listeners' attitudes, values, beliefs, or behaviors. In some disciplines, oral communication is a direct interaction between a “professional” speaker and specific 

audience (such as nurse to patient, in clinical or therapeutic settings), where the effect of the presentation of ideas is to foster understanding or learning.  

Visual communication is a prepared, purposeful presentation and delivery of supporting visual aids, typically relative to the oral communication and intended to 

benefit or amplify an audience’s understanding of a central message or purpose.  Thus, visual communication is facilitated through such media as poster 

presentations, power point presentations, video presentations, among others available and appropriate to specific disciplines and classroom experiences.    

Framing Language 

Oral and visual communication takes many forms. This rubric is specifically designed to evaluate oral presentations of a single speaker at a time and is best 

applied to live or video-recorded presentations. For panel presentations or group presentations, it is recommended that each speaker be evaluated separately. For 

speakers evaluated in field observations, the rubric may serve to measure the effectiveness of oral communication in the workplace setting.  This rubric best 

applies to presentations of sufficient length such that a central message or purpose is conveyed; presentations should be supported by one or more forms of 

appropriate documentation, secondary materials, or visual aids, and should include purposeful organization and content. An oral answer to a single question not 

designed to be structured into a presentation does not readily apply to this rubric.  At SFA, as intended by the assessment plan, skills in oral and visual 

communication should include effective development, interpretation, and expression of ideas.   

Glossary 

The definitions that follow were developed to clarify terms and concepts used in this rubric only.  When assigning values to the rubric, assessment committee 

members should refer here to this Glossary for specific examples that may be used to determine levels of achievement.  This Glossary is not intended to be 

absolute and exclusive of considerations appropriate to the needs of specific fields or disciplines; this should be considered as a guide only. 



1. Organization: The grouping and sequencing of ideas and evidence-based support in a presentation. Organizational development that effectively supports

a presentation typically includes an introduction, identifiable sections in the body of the message, and a conclusion.  Organizational development that

enhances the effectiveness of the presentation reflects a purposeful choice among possible alternatives (such as a chronological pattern, a problem-

solution pattern, an analysis-of-parts pattern, etc.) and makes the content of the presentation easier to follow and more likely to accomplish its purpose.

2. Language: Vocabulary, terminology, and sentence structure. Language that supports the effectiveness of a presentation is appropriate to the topic and

audience, grammatical, clear, and free from bias. Language that enhances the effectiveness of a presentation is also vivid, imaginative, and expressive.

Not only does such language aid the development of the message, but it also enhances the expression of ideas and contributes to meaningful audience

interpretation.

3. Delivery (both oral and visual): Delivery techniques include a variety of oral and visual cues.  In the example of Oral Delivery, such cues may be use of

voice, including vocal expressiveness, diction, enunciation, and presentation-appropriate language.  Visual cues include posture, gestures, eye contact,

body language, proper attire, and so on.  Delivery techniques enhance the effectiveness of the presentation when the speaker stands and moves with

authority, looks more often at the audience than at his/her speaking materials/notes, uses the voice expressively, and uses few vocal fillers ("um," "uh,"

"like," "you know," etc.).  Speaker energy and emphases, as evidenced in skillful delivery, foster interpretation of ideas expressed.

4. Evidence-based support: Explanations, examples, amplifications, statistics, analogies, quotations from relevant authorities, and other kinds of information

or analysis that supports the principal ideas of the presentation. Evidence-based support is generally credible, relevant, and derived from reliable and

appropriate sources.  Furthermore, evidence-based support requires correct use of citations, as expected within specific disciplines; in Oral

Communication contexts, the speaker should know how to handle attribution of secondary resources so that it does not distract. Evidence-based support

increases credibility when it is also vivid and varied (e.g., a mix of examples, statistics, and references to authorities).

5. General purpose:  The main point/thesis/"bottom line"/"take-away"/central message of a presentation. A clear central message is easy to identify; a

compelling central message is also vivid and memorable.

6. Visual aids:  Appropriate use of charts, posters, slides, illustrations, graphics, bulleted information, animations, or videos, among other media; the visual

aid should enhance the delivery of the communication, oral and/or visual by providing clarification, amplification, emphasis or support to the principal ideas

and general purpose of the presentation.



ORAL AND VISUAL COMMUNICATION RUBRIC 

Definitions: Oral communication is, most generally, a prepared, purposeful presentation designed to increase knowledge, to foster understanding, or to 

promote change in the listeners' attitudes, values, beliefs, or behaviors. In some disciplines, oral communication is a direct interaction between a 

“professional” speaker and specific audience (such as nurse to patient, in clinical or therapeutic settings), where the effect of the presentation of 

ideas is to foster understanding or learning. 

Visual communication is a prepared, purposeful presentation and delivery of supporting visual aids, typically relative to the oral communication 

and intended to benefit or amplify an audience’s understanding of a central message or purpose.  Thus, visual communication is facilitated 

through such media as poster presentations, power point presentations, video presentations, among others available and appropriate to specific 

disciplines and classroom experiences. 

Capstone 
4 

Accomplished 
3 

Developing 
2 

Beginning 
1 

Unacceptable 
0 

Organization Organizational development is 

clearly and consistently 

observable; skillfully makes 

content and expression of ideas 

in the presentation cohesive. 

Organizational development 

and expression of ideas are 

clearly and consistently 

observable within the 

presentation; content is 

expressed reasonably well as 

a result. 

Organizational development 

and expression of ideas are 

observable within the 

presentation. 

Organizational development and 

expression of ideas are 

occasionally observable. 

Organizational 

development and/or 

expression of ideas 

are not observable 

within the 

presentation; lack of 

coherence and unity 

exist. 

Language Language choices are 

imaginative, memorable, and 

compelling; choices enhance 

presentation effectiveness. 

Language is appropriate to 

audience and aids the clear 

expression of ideas. 

Language choices are 

thoughtful and generally 

support the effectiveness of 

the presentation. Language is 

appropriate to audience and is 

useful to the expression of 

ideas. 

Language choices are mundane 

and commonplace and partially 

support the effectiveness of the 

presentation and the expression 

of ideas. 

Language choices are 

sometimes unclear and 

minimally support the 

effectiveness of the 

presentation.  Language 

appropriateness is inconsistent.  

Expression of ideas is hindered. 

Language choices are 

unclear and fail to 

support the 

effectiveness of the 

presentation. 

Language is not 

appropriate to 

audience; ideas are 

not expressed clearly. 

Delivery 

(oral/visual) 

Delivery techniques make the 

presentation compelling; speaker 

appears polished and confident; 

speaker energy and emphases 

foster interpretation of ideas 

expressed.  Dependency upon 

notes, if applicable, is not evident 

or intrusive. Non-verbal cues aid 

significantly. 

Delivery techniques make the 

presentation interesting, and 

speaker appears comfortable; 

speaker tends toward 

conversational tone, and 

dependency upon notes is 

minimally noticeable.  Non-

verbal cues are appropriate 

and useful. 

Delivery techniques make the 

presentation understandable; 

speaker appears tentative; 

speaker tends to be a bit 

casual, as evidenced in word 

choices; non-verbal cues do not 

particularly elevate audience’s 

level of understanding or 

interpretation. 

Delivery techniques sometimes 

detract from audience 

comprehension; speaker 

appears uncomfortable; speaker 

seems unenthusiastic, 

monotonic, or hesitancies 

suggest unpreparedness.  

Verbal cues include 

unnecessary gestures and 

purposeless body language. 

Delivery techniques 

are either distracting 

from understandability 

of the presentation or 

fail to be effective; the 

speaker is clearly 

uncomfortable or 

unprepared. 



Capstone 
4 

Accomplished 
3 

Developing 
2 

Beginning 
1 

Unacceptable 
0 

Evidence-
based 
support 

Supporting materials make 
appropriate reference to 
information or analysis and 
significantly enhance 
development; materials 
establish presenter's 
credibility/authority. 

Supporting materials make 
appropriate reference to 
information or analysis and 
generally supports 
development; presenter's 
credibility/authority is clear 
but evidence-based 
support could be stronger. 

Supporting materials make 
appropriate reference to 
information or analysis but 
only partially fosters 
development and 
presentation of ideas.  
Presenter's 
credibility/authority could 
benefit from more careful 
exploration of evidence. 

Insufficient supporting 
materials provide minimal 
information or analysis; 
presenter's 
credibility/authority on the 
topic is not particularly clear. 

Supporting 
materials are 
virtually non-
existent, or the 
supporting 
materials are not 
credible. 

General 

purpose 

Purpose is compelling, precisely 

stated, appropriately repeated, 

memorable, and strongly 

supported.  Purpose and 

evidence are aligned well. 

Purpose is clear and 

consistent; purpose and 

evidence are appropriately 

aligned.  

Purpose is understandable but 

is neither reinforced nor 

memorable; purpose and 

evidence are generally aligned. 

Purpose can be deduced, but is 

not explicitly stated in the 

presentation. Alignment of 

purpose and evidence is not 

always clear. 

Purpose is absent; the 

presentation does not 

seem to know what it 

is about. Unifying 

principles do not exist. 

Visual aids Visual aids effectively support 

the communication of purposes 

and ideas; aids are integrated 

into the presentation seamlessly, 

thus fostering a full 

understanding of the message’s 

content. 

Visual aids generally support 

the communication of the 

student’s ideas and purposes; 

the aids effectively amplify or 

resonate the presentation of 

ideas and foster a good 

understanding of the 

message’s content. 

Visual aids support the 

communication of the student’s 

ideas and purposes but are only 

partially useful or informative.   

Visual aids do not particularly 

support the communication of 

the student’s ideas and 

purpose; they are insufficient to 

be of much use as they do little 

to elevate understanding. 

Visual aids are 

virtually non-existent, 

serve no purpose, or 

are not credible 

Reprinted [or Excerpted] with permission from Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and tools for Using Rubrics, edited by Terrel L. Rhodes. 

Copyright 2010 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities. 



Empirical and Quantitative Skills Rubric 
This rubric was developed by the empirical and quantitative skills committee at Stephen F. Austin State University in the Fall 2013 semester.  The development 
process examined many existing campus and AAC&U’s rubrics. This rubric articulates fundamental criteria for each learning outcome, with performance 
descriptors demonstrating progressively more sophisticated levels of attainment. The rubric is intended for institutional-level use in evaluating and discussing 
student learning, not for grading. The utility of this rubric is to position learning at all undergraduate levels within a basic framework of expectations such that 
evidence of learning can by shared through a common dialog and understanding of student success. 

Definition 
Empirical and Quantitative (EQ) skills are those skills necessary to frame a problem, analyze empirical information, draw conclusions from the analysis, 

and communicate the results to an audience. Often, EQ skills are synonymous with critical thinking skills, and they closely correspond to the Quantitative Literacy 
definition developed by AAC&U. Individuals with strong EQ skills possess the ability to reason and solve quantitative problems from a wide array of disciplines and 
real-life situations, and they can clearly communicate the process and results in a variety of formats (e.g., words, tables, graphs, mathematical equations). 

Empirical and Quantitative Skills Across Disciplines 
Most academic disciplines seek to foster strong EQ skills in their students. These skills are critically important for success in today’s data-driven 

marketplace. Employers seek applicants with strong EQ skills, and these employees tend to have upward mobility, all else being equal. Since EQ skills are 
important for students, faculty are encouraged to develop assignments that provide opportunities for students to develop their critical thinking skills including but 
not limited to analyzing quantitative information, representing quantitative information in appropriate forms, completing necessary calculations to answer 
meaningful questions, making judgments based on quantitative information, or communicating the results of that work for various purposes and audiences. This 
rubric can be used as a framework for faculty to design assignments that provide students with the opportunities to enhance their empirical and quantitative 
reasoning skills.  

Framing Language 
This rubric has been designed for the evaluation of work that addresses EQ skills. EQ skills go beyond mere calculations or citing data. Students must be 

able to understand a question, seek the most appropriate information to answer the question, analyze this information, and draw conclusions that have practical 
significance. 



Empirical and Quantitative Skills Rubric 
Definition:  Empirical and Quantitative (EQ) skills are those skills necessary to frame a problem, analyze empirical information, draw conclusions from the analysis, and

communicate the results to an audience. Often, EQ skills are synonymous with critical thinking skills, and they closely correspond to the Quantitative Literacy definition developed by 
AAC&U. Individuals with strong EQ skills possess the ability to reason and solve quantitative problems from a wide array of disciplines and real-life situations, and they can clearly 
communicate the process and results in a variety of formats (e.g., words, tables, graphs, mathematical equations). 

Capstone 
4 

Accomplished 
3 

Developing 
2 

Beginning 
1 

Unacceptable 
0 

Define Problem/Topic Demonstrates the ability 
to construct a clear and 
insightful problem/topic 
statement with evidence 
of all relevant contextual 
factors. 

Demonstrates the ability 
to construct a 
problem/topic statement 
with evidence of most 
relevant contextual 
factors, and problem 
statement is adequately 
detailed. 

Begins to demonstrate 
the ability to construct a 
problem/topic statement 
with evidence of most 
relevant contextual 
factors, but problem 
statement is superficial. 

Demonstrates a limited 
ability in identifying a 
problem/topic statement 
or related contextual 
factors. 

Does not define 
problem/topic. 

Devise/Formulate a  
Plan 

Uses information or 
observation to form a 
correct plan to achieve a 
solution. Analyzes each 
step of the plan for 
plausibility and 
correctness. 

Uses information or 
observations to form a 
correct plan to achieve a 
solution.  

Uses information or 
observations to form a 
partially correct plan to 
achieve a solution. 

Uses information or 
observations to form an 
incorrect or incomplete 
plan to achieve a 
solution.  

Does not formulate a 
plan for solution. 

Data/information 
collection and/or 
selection  

Skillfully gathers or 
converts relevant 
information into insightful 
portrayal that contributes 
to further or deeper 
understanding of the 
problem/topic.   

Converts/gathers 
relevant information into 
an appropriate portrayal 
of the problem/topic. 

Converts/gathers 
relevant information into 
a partially appropriate 
portrayal of the 
problem/topic.   

Attempts to 
gather/convert 
information, but the 
information is 
incomplete or irrelevant 
to the problem/topic. 

Does not attempt to 
gather/convert 
information.   

Analysis Analyzes and 
synthesizes evidence to 
reveal insightful patterns, 
differences, or similarities 
related to problem/topic. 

Analyzes evidence to 
reveal relevant  
patterns, differences, or 
similarities 
related to the 
problem/topic. 

Analysis is partially 
effective in revealing  
patterns, differences or 
similarities. 

Analysis is not effective 
in revealing  
patterns, differences or 
similarities. 

Does not attempt 
analysis. 

Conclusion Conclusion(s) is/are 
correct, insightful, and 
relate to the original 
problem/topic. 

Conclusion(s) is/are 
correct and relate to the 
original problem/topic.    

Conclusion(s) is/are 
partially correct and 
relate to the original 
problem/topic. 

Conclusion(s) is/are 
incorrect or unrelated to 
the problem/topic. 

Does not form a 
conclusion.  

Reprinted [or Excerpted] with permission from Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and tools for Using Rubrics, edited by Terrel L. Rhodes. Copyright 2010 by 
the Association of American Colleges and Universities. 



TEAMWORK RUBRIC 
This rubric was developed by an interdisciplinary team of faculty representing colleges at Stephen F. Austin State 

University (SFA) through a process that examined and modified the AACU Teamwork Value Rubric to meet the needs of 
SFA’s core curriculum assessment.  The rubrics articulate fundamental criteria for each learning outcome, with 
performance descriptors demonstrating progressively more sophisticated levels of attainment. The rubrics are intended for 
institutional-level use in evaluating and discussing student learning, not for grading. 

Definition 
 Teamwork is behaviors under the control of individual team members (effort they put into team tasks, their manner 

of interacting with others on team, and the quantity and quality of contributions they make to team discussions.)  

Framing Language 
Students participate on many different teams, in many different settings. For example, a given student may work on 

separate teams to complete a lab assignment, give an oral presentation, or complete a community service project. 
Furthermore, the people the student works with are likely to be different in each of these different teams. As a result, it is 
assumed that a work sample or collection of work that demonstrates a student’s teamwork skills could include a diverse 
range of inputs. This rubric is designed to function across all of these different settings.   

Two characteristics define the ways in which this rubric is to be used. First, the rubric is meant to assess the 
teamwork of an individual student, not the team as a whole. Therefore, it is possible for a student to receive high ratings, 
even if the team as a whole is rather flawed. Similarly, a student could receive low ratings, even if the team as a whole 
works fairly well. Second, this rubric is designed to measure the quality of a process, rather than the quality of an end 
product. As a result, work samples or collections of work will need to include evidence of the individual’s interactions 
within the team. The final product of the team’s work (e.g., a written lab report or a group presentation) is insufficient, as it 
does not provide insight into the functioning of the team.  

It is recommended that work samples or collections of work for this outcome come from one (or more) of the 
following three sources: (1) students' own reflections about their contribution to a team's functioning; (2) evaluation or 
feedback from fellow team members about students' contribution to the team's functioning; or (3) the evaluation of an 
outside observer regarding students' contributions to a team's functioning. 



TEAMWORK RUBRIC 
Definition:  Teamwork is behaviors under the control of individual team members (effort they put into team tasks, their manner of interacting with others on team,

and the quantity and quality of contributions they make to team discussions.) 

Capstone 
4 

Accomplished 
3 

Developing 
2 

Beginning 
1 

Unacceptable 
0 

Contributes to Team 
Meetings 

Helps the team move 
forward by articulating 
the merits of alternative 
ideas or proposals. 

Offers alternative 
solutions or courses of 
action that build on the 
ideas of others. 

Offers new suggestions 
to advance the work of 
the group. 

Shares ideas but does not 
advance the work of 
the group. 

Does not share ideas 
and does not advance 
the work of the group." 

Facilitates the 
Contributions of Team 
Members  

Engages team 
members, facilitating 
their contributions by 
building upon or 
synthesizing their 
contributions and 
offering original ideas.  
(Should also notice and 
encourage non-
participating members 
to engage with the 
group.) 

Engages team 
members in ways that 
facilitate their 
contributions by 
synthesizing all 
contributions. 

Engages team members 
in ways that facilitate 
their contributions by 
asking 
probing/meaningful 
questions. 

Engages team members 
by commenting on the 
contributions of others 

Not engaged in the 
teamwork activity. 

Individual 
Contributions Outside 
of Team  
Meetings  

Completes all assigned 
tasks by deadline; 
work accomplished is 
thorough, 
comprehensive, and 
advances the project. 
Proactively helps other 
team members 
complete their assigned 
tasks to a similar level 
of excellence. 

Completes all assigned 
tasks by deadline; 
work accomplished is 
thorough, 
comprehensive, and 
advances the project. 

Completes all assigned 
tasks by deadline; 
work accomplished 
advances the project. 

Completes all assigned 
tasks by deadline. 

Fails to complete all 
assigned tasks by 
deadline 



Capstone 
4 

Accomplished 
3 

Developing 
2 

Beginning 
1 

Unacceptable 
0 

Fosters Constructive 
Team Climate 

Supports a constructive 
team climate by doing 
all of the following: 
• Treats team members
respectfully by
being polite and
constructive in
communication.
• Uses positive vocal or
written tone, facial
expressions, and/or
body language to
convey a positive
attitude about the team
and its work.
• Motivates teammates
by expressing
confidence about the
importance of
the task and the team's
ability to accomplish it.
• Provides assistance
and/or encouragement
to team members.
• Promotes an open
group climate where
members feel safe to
share information and
where members listen
to each other actively
and appreciatively.

Supports a constructive 
team climate by 
doing any four of the 
following: 
• Treats team members
respectfully by
being polite and
constructive in
communication.
• Uses positive vocal or
written tone, facial
expressions, and/or
body language to
convey a positive
attitude about the team
and its work.
• Motivates teammates
by expressing
confidence about the
importance of
the task and the team's
ability to accomplish it.
• Provides assistance
and/or encouragement
to team members.
• Promotes an open
group climate where
members feel safe to
share information and
where members listen
to each other actively
and appreciatively.

Supports a constructive 
team climate by 
doing any three of the 
following: 
• Treats team members
respectfully by
being polite and
constructive in
communication.
• Uses positive vocal or
written tone, facial
expressions, and/or
body language to
convey a positive
attitude about the team
and its work.
• Motivates teammates
by expressing
confidence about the
importance of
the task and the team's
ability to accomplish it.
• Provides assistance
and/or encouragement
to team members.•
Promotes an open
group climate where
members feel safe to
share information and
where members listen to
each other actively and
appreciatively.

Supports a constructive 
team climate by doing 
any two of the following: 
• Treats team members
respectfully by
being polite and
constructive in
communication.
• Uses positive vocal or
written tone, facial
expressions, and/or body
language to convey a
positive attitude about the
team and its work.
• Motivates teammates by
expressing confidence
about the importance of
the task and the team's
ability to accomplish it.
• Provides assistance
and/or encouragement to
team members.
• Promotes an open
group climate where
members feel safe to
share information and
where members listen to
each other actively and
appreciatively.

Fails to support a 
constructive team 
climate by doing 
fewer than two of the 
following: 
• Treats team members
respectfully by
being polite and
constructive in
communication.
• Uses positive vocal or
written tone, facial
expressions, and/or
body language to
convey a positive
attitude about the team
and its work.
• Motivates teammates
by expressing
confidence about the
importance of
the task and the team's
ability to accomplish it.
• Provides assistance
and/or encouragement
to team members.
• Promotes an open
group climate where
members feel safe to
share information and
where members listen
to each other actively
and appreciatively.

Response to Conflict 

If conflict is present, the 
student addresses 
conflict directly and 
constructively, helping 
to manage/resolve it in 
a way that strengthens 
overall team 
cohesiveness and future 
effectiveness. 

If conflict is present, the 
student identifies and 
acknowledges conflict 
and stays engaged with 
it. 

If conflict is present, the 
student redirects focus 
toward common ground, 
toward task at hand 
(away from conflict). 

If conflict is present, the 
student passively accepts 
alternate 
viewpoints/ideas/opinions. 

If conflict is present, the 
student refuses to 
collaborate or consider 
ideas other than his/her 
own. 

Reprinted [or Excerpted] with permission from Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and tools for Using Rubrics, edited by Terrel L. Rhodes. 
Copyright 2010 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities.   



Personal Responsibility Rubric 

This rubric was developed by an interdisciplinary committee of faculty representing different colleges at Stephen F. Austin 

State University.  The committee’s point of departure was the Ethical Reasoning Value Rubric developed by the American 

Association of Colleges and Universities.  The committee found that the AACU’s rubric was best suited to evaluate 

student work in the context of a course in ethical philosophy.  Consequently the committee modified the document 

considerably to evaluate ethical reasoning across a variety of disciplines.  The rubric is intended for institutional use, not 

for grading of assignments by instructors. 

Definition 

Personal responsibility is the ability to reason about and evaluate ethical human conduct. 

Framing Language 

Personal responsibility has many components, from good hygiene and punctuality to assuming responsibility for the well-

being of others.  This rubric is designed to assess work that requires students to reflect on the beliefs that inform their own 

ethical views and to consider alternative perspectives.  Students who benefit from a university education should be able to 

reexamine, articulate, and defend their ethical beliefs and apply them to a variety of issues arising in different personal, 

professional, and social contexts. 

This rubric is designed to asses a variety of types of assignments across disciplines.  Possible assignments could include 

a written assignment based on readings or other sources that require students to reflect on different ethical perspectives, 

an oral presentation that requires students to outline different facets of an ethical issue, or an on-line or in-class group 

discussion of an ethical issue.  However, the assignment must produce work samples that can be preserved and 

evaluated at the institutional level. 



Glossary 

Core belief.  A core belief is a principle or fundamental belief which guides a person’s actions or decisions. A core belief

can change over time. 

Ethical issue.  An ethical issue is a problem or situation that requires a person to choose between alternatives based on

standards of moral conduct. 

Context.  Context is the historical, cultural, professional, or political situation, background, or environment that applies to

a given ethical issue. 

Perspective.  A perspective is a world view that informs core beliefs and ethical opinions.   It is how one sees oneself,

other people, and the world.  Perspectives are not limited to theories and concepts in ethical philosophy.  They may also 

include political and religious convictions, cultural assumptions, and attitudes shaped by one’s family, background, and 

experiences. 



Personal Responsibility Rubric 

Definition:  Personal responsibility is the ability to reason about and evaluate ethical human conduct.

Capstone 
4 

Accomplished 
3 

Developing 
2 

Beginning 
1 

Unacceptable 
0 

Ethical Self-
Awareness 

Student assesses in 
detail core beliefs and 
analyzes the origins of 
the core beliefs with 
greater depth and 
clarity. 

Student assesses in 
detail core beliefs and 
analyzes the origins of 
the core beliefs. 

Student states both core 
beliefs and the origins of 
the core beliefs. 

Student demonstrates 
an emerging awareness 
of their core beliefs. 

Student demonstrates 
little to no understanding 
of ethical self-
awareness. 

Ethical Issue 
Recognition 

Student can recognize 
ethical issues and 
explain cross-
relationships among 
ethical issues in greater 
detail. 

Student can recognize 
ethical issues and cross-
relationships among the 
issues. 

Student can recognize 
ethical issues and grasp 
incompletely the 
complexity or 
interrelationships among 
the issues. 

Student can recognize 
basic ethical issues but 
fails to grasp complexity 
or interrelationships. 

Student fails to 
recognize basic ethical 
issues. 

Ethics in Different 
Contexts/ Settings 

Student fully considers 
the implications of 
context in relation to 
ethical issues. 

Student recognizes the 
importance and most of 
the implications of 
context in relation to 
ethical issues. 

Student recognizes the 
importance of context in 
relation to ethical issues. 

Student incompletely 
recognizes the 
importance of context in 
relation to ethical issues. 

Student does not 
recognize the 
importance of context in 
relation to ethical issues. 

Application of Ethical 
Perspectives 

Ethical perspectives are 
applied persuasively to 
an ethical question, and 
how the ethical 
perspectives relate to 
the question is fully 
considered. 

Ethical perspectives are 
not applied persuasively 
to an ethical question 
and most of the 
implications of this 
application are 
considered. 

Student applies ethical 
perspectives 
satisfactorily to an 
ethical question. 

Student applies ethical 
perspectives to an 
ethical question, but the 
analysis is incomplete 
and there are 
inaccuracies in 
describing either the 
perspectives or the 
question. 

Ethical perspectives are 
not applied acceptably 
to an ethical question.  
The ethical perspectives 
and the question are 
seriously 
misprepresented or 
misunderstood. 

Evaluation of Different 
Ethical Perspectives/ 
Concepts 

The student is able to 
recognize and evaluate 
different perspectives 
with greater depth and 
clarity. 

The student is able to 
recognize and evaluate 
different perspectives 
acceptably. 

The student recognizes 
a greater diversity of 
different perspectives. 

The student recognizes 
a limited range of 
different perspectives. 

Student does not 
recognize different 
perspectives. 

Reprinted [or Excerpted] with permission from Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and tools for Using Rubrics, edited by Terrel L. Rhodes. 

Copyright 2010 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities. 



Social Responsibility Rubric

This rubric was developed by an interdisciplinary team of faculty representing the colleges of Stephen F. Austin State University 
(SFA) to meet the needs of SFA’s core curriculum assessment. The rubric articulates fundamental criteria for each learning 
outcome, with performance descriptors demonstrating progressively more sophisticated levels of attainment. The rubric is intended 
for institutional-level use in evaluating and discussing student learning, not for grading.  

Definitions 

Social Responsibility incorporates intercultural competence, knowledge of civic responsibility, and the ability to engage effectively 
in regional, national or global communities.  

Framing Language 

Assessment instruments used for this rubric should allow the student to demonstrate the cognitive, affective and behavioral skills 
and characteristics that support effective and appropriate interaction in a variety of cultural contexts. Assessment instruments may 
involve, but are not limited to, service learning projects, volunteering, civic awareness activities, political involvement, reflective 
learning activities, and discussions about race/ethnic relations and diversity. See the table below for explanation of the milestones 
of achievement within the rubric that should be used in evaluating the assessment instrument. 

Glossary 

 The term “civic life” refers to the duties or activities of people in relation to their town, city, or local area.

 The term “culture” (or “cultural”) refers to any behavioral patterns cultivated from societal interaction rather than from
biological inheritance. This includes, but is not limited to, societal interactions within the areas of the arts, philosophy,
language, history, politics, commerce, education, physical sciences, human sciences, athletics and many other traditional
areas of university studies.

 The term “social interaction” is used in a broad interpretation that refers to the duties or activities of people in a broader area,
such as the regional (e.g., multi-county, state-wide), national or global environment.



Social Responsibility Rubric 

Definition:  Social Responsibility incorporates intercultural competence, knowledge of civic responsibility, and the ability to engage 

effectively in regional, national or global communities. 

Capstone 

4 

Accomplished 

3 

Developing 

2 

Beginning 

1 

Unacceptable 

0 

Cultural Self- 
Awareness 

Recognizes 
complexity among 
the elements and 

biases in one’s own 
culture or 
subculture 

Recognizes 
complexity in some of 

the elements and 
biases in one’s own 
culture or subculture 

Identifies the basic 
elements and biases 
in one’s own culture 

or subculture 

Shows minimal 
awareness of the 

elements and biases 
in one’s own culture 

or subculture 

Shows no awareness 
of the elements and 
biases in one’s own 
culture or subculture 

Cultural 
Worldview 
Frameworks 

Demonstrates a 
comprehensive 

understanding of 
the complexity of 

other cultures 

Demonstrates an 
adequate 

understanding of the 
complexity of other 

cultures 

Demonstrates a 
partial 

understanding of the 
complexity of other 

cultures 

Demonstrates a 
minimal 

understanding of the 
complexity of other 

cultures 

Demonstrates no 
understanding of the 
complexity of other 

cultures 

Civic 
Responsibility 

Identifies patterns 
of engagement in 
civic life, social 
interaction or 
politics and 
recognizes 

complexity among 
those patterns. 

Identifies patterns of 
engagement in civic 
life, social interaction 

or politics and 
recognizes 

complexity in some of 
those patterns. 

Identifies basic 
patterns of 

engagement in civic 
life, social 

interaction or 
politics. 

Shows minimal 
awareness of patterns 
of engagement in civic 
life, social interaction 

or politics. 

Shows no awareness 
of patterns of 

engagement in civic 
life, social interaction 

or politics. 

Understanding 
One’s Role in 
Regional, 
National 
and/or Global 
Communities 

Demonstrates a 
comprehensive 

understanding of 
the roles of 

individuals in 
regional, national, 

or global 
communities 

Demonstrates an 
adequate 

understanding of the 
roles of individuals in 
regional, national, or 
global communities 

Demonstrates a 
partial 

understanding of the 
roles of individuals 

in regional, national, 
or global 

communities 

Demonstrates a 
minimal 

understanding of the 
roles of individuals in 
regional, national, or 
global communities 

Demonstrates no 
understanding of the 
roles of individuals in 
regional, national, or 
global communities 

Reprinted [or Excerpted] with permission from Assessing Outcomes and Improving Achievement: Tips and tools for Using Rubrics, 
edited by Terrel L. Rhodes. Copyright 2010 by the Association of American Colleges and Universities. 



Communication Critical Thinking
Empirical-Quantitative 

Reasoning
Teamwork Personal Responsibility Social Responsibility

AEC 451 AEC 451 CHE 470 (Spring Only) CHE 443 (Fall Only) HMS 414 AGD 400
BIO 470 BIO 470 ECH 350 HMS 390 HMS 420 CSC 411
CHE 470 (Fall Only) CHE 470 (Spring Only) HMS 304 HMS 403 HMS 449 ELE 441
COM 414 COM 414 HMS 305 HMS 414 HMS 452 HIS 470
CSC 411 CSC 411 HMS 349 HMS 420 HMS 459 HMS 353
ELE 441 ECH 350 HMS 350 HSC 470 HSC 470 HMS 403
GOL 449 ENG 344 HMS 414 MGT 416 MGT 416 HMS 414
HIS 470 GOL 435 HSC 489 RHB 407 PHI 422 HMS 485
HMS 339 HIS 470 MGT 416 SPE 461 RHB 407 KIN 450
HMS 407 HMS 339 MLG 403 NUR 431 KIN 487
HMS 414 HMS 414 PSC 490 MCM 307
HMS 441 HMS 441 RHB 407 MGT 416
HMS 452 HMS 452 SED 443 RHB 325
HSC 489 HMS 480 SED 442
KIN 431 HSC 489 SPH 442
KIN 450 KIN 450
KIN 487 MCM 409
MCM 300 MGT 416
MGT 416 MHL 461
MHL 461 MLG 403
MTC 461 MTC 461
MTH 412 (Fall Only) PSY 341
MTH 463 (Fall Only) RHB 407
PSC 490 SED 443
PSY 341 SPE 442
RHB 340 SPE 461
RHB 407 SPH 320
SED 442 THR 421
SPE 461
SPE 471
SPH 472

Upper Level Core Objective Assessment Courses

Appendix 3
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