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Introduction: Context and Content of the Report 
 

 

 

 

 

This progress report, addressing the Completion, Implementation, and Assessment of the 

University Studies Program, has been produced in compliance with the Higher Learning 

Commission’s 2001 Comprehensive Evaluation of Winona State University.   

 

In WSU’s 2001 Special Emphasis Self-Study Report, entitled Seven Principles for Good Practice in 

Undergraduate Education and compiled in preparation for the HLC’s site visit, the institution 

described the development and completion of its new University Studies (general education) 

Program, which was instituted in Fall of 2001 for new entering first-year students and in Fall of 

2002 for transfer students.   

 

That Self-Study Report described the multiple improvements of University Studies over the old 

general education program, which had been a focus of the North Central Association’s concern 

in the 1991 comprehensive evaluation.  The “Plan of Action” which concluded the 2001 Self-

Study Report articulated the following proposal to the HLC and the university community: 

 

The University Studies Program, even though it retains some classes and distribution requirements 

from the previous general education system, promises considerable change and opportunity. While long 

overdue, its more ambitious scope and academic rigor provide WSU with a unique opportunity: to raise 

the standard of general education by promoting higher-level learning, by reinforcing basic skills in the 

upper division, and by preparing students to make responsible decisions and contributions in their 

future roles as workers, learners, and citizens.  The review of courses comprising the program has been 

rigorous, with faculty and departments expected to make the case for the value of each course to the 



5 

 

greater curriculum: no course has been given a “free ride” by virtue of existing general education or 

departmental status. The same rigor that has been exacted in the development of the program should 

then be applied to its assessment as the program is initiated and as it matures.  

 

Recommended action:  

 

• Develop a comprehensive assessment plan for University Studies, one that involves teaching 

faculty, the University Studies Director and Subcommittee, the Office of Assessment and 

Institutional Research, and other key constituencies (e.g. Faculty Development). 

• Implement the University Studies assessment plan as the program is implemented over the next 

four years, in particular tracking student learning and student development as new entering 

students proceed through Basic Skills, core courses, and upper-division flag courses. 

• Report on the progress of University Studies, both to the university community and to NCA, after 

a period of five years (fall of 2006). 

 

source: Seven Principles for Good Practice in Higher Education: 

 

 

Upon the 2001 site visit, Winona State University’s accreditation was continued for a period of 

ten years, the maximum allowable by the North Central Association.  As the HLC team noted 

at that time, the University had done “an excellent job of meeting all the concerns of the 1991 

comprehensive visit, even through challenging financial circumstances,” and that it provided 

documentation of patterns of evidence of each of the required criteria.   
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As regards the University Studies Program specifically, the HLC team complimented WSU on 

the design of the program and concurred with its Plan of Action: 

 
 

 

With this report, then, Winona State University delivers the last of three required progress 

reports requested by the Higher Learning Commission.  In fulfillment of the request, this report 

details, first, the completion of the program as it was developed in response to the earlier NCA 

critique; second, the implementation of the program’s administration, oversight, policies, and 

The newly implemented University Studies Program was designed to respond directly to concerns raised 
in the 1991 NCA review. Requirements were created that allow students to reinforce basic skills learned 
in entry classes in upper division classes, generally within the major. Rather than taking a series of 
courses all aimed at the entry level, students may choose to take two courses in the same discipline 
which are designed so that the second course builds upon the prior course, thus creating greater depth of 
study than previously available. The Unity and Diversity requirement allows students to gain knowledge 
and hone skills in courses that are generally beyond the entry level, and which, in combination, allow the 
students to integrate knowledge both within and outside of their own discipline. The new University 
Studies program constituted an identifiable and coherent undergraduate general education component. 
 
[…] The institution’s plan for University Studies has incorporated assessment and oversight for the 
program, and it has been required for first year students entering WSU in the 2001-2002 academic year. 
The Flag courses need to be identified to complete the University Studies Program, and the extent to 
which the University Studies Program results in student achievement of the expected outcomes needs to 
be assessed. 
 
COMMISSION FOLLOW-UP: 
 
Progress Report due (3 of 3): Update on the completion, implementation, and assessment of the 
University Studies Program, due September 1, 2006. 
 
The team agrees with the university’s Proposed Plan of Action and recommends a progress report that 
includes:  
• A plan for the assessment of academic achievement of the University Studies program objectives, 

including both direct and indirect indicators; plans for data collection and management; and a 
description of the structure for using assessment results to lead to curricular and/or instructional 
changes which should result in improvement of student learning in the University Studies Program. 

• Evidence that indicates that the assessment plan has been implemented including a description of 
the types of data that have been collected and how they have been used to make changes that 
should lead to improved learning within the program; along with a list of the changes that have been 
implemented. 

• A list of the courses that are identified to fulfill Flag courses requirements in the University Studies 
program. 

 
Source: Assurance Section (Section Two) of the HLC’s 2001 Comprehensive Evaluation Visit  
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processes; and third, the assessment of the program, describing both the plans and processes 

for assessment and the results of measures implemented to date. 

 

The report concludes with a discussion of new initiatives linked to University Studies.  Most of 

these have been developed under the aegis of the “New University/Winona 

Experience/Learning in the 21st Century” initiatives begun in 2003.  (For more information on 

what is now called “Learning in the 21st Century” at Winona State University, please see 

http://www.winona.edu/L21.)  Some of these initiatives—designed to provide greater 

intentional, experiential, community-based, and integrative learning opportunities—offer 

considerable promise for transformative experiences in the University Studies Program. 

 

Appendices to this document include not only the governing documents for University Studies 

and its assessment, but also the list of approved Flag courses as requested by the HLC and the 

first results of our ongoing assessment of student learning in USP areas: reports from each of 

four Basic Skills Faculty Area Committees in the areas of College Reading and Writing, Oral 

Communication, Mathematics, and Physical Development and Wellness, respectively.  
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General Education Requirements (45 s.h.) 
 
I. Basic Skills (12 s.h.) 

A. Written Communications (4 s.h.) 
B. Oral Communications 3 s.h.) 
C. Mathematics (3 s.h.) 
D. Physical Education Activities (2 s.h.) 

II. Humanities (6 s.h. -- 2 departments) 
III. Natural Sciences (6 s.h. w/lab -- 2 departments) 
IV. Social Sciences (6 s.h. - 2 departments) 
V. Different Culture (6 s.h. - 2 departments) 
VI. Allied Studies (3 s.h.) 

 

 

 

 
 

The Development and Completion of the University Studies Program 
 

 

 

 

Developed in part in response to concerns articulated by the NCA during its site visit in 1991 

and eventually formally adopted at the start of the following decade, the University Studies 

Program in existence today is the result of a long and at times difficult process.  General 

education reform is, as stakeholders know, rarely easily accomplished.  Yet the efforts 

undertaken in the 1990s indeed resulted in a program that is designed to satisfy a demanding 

faculty, challenge its student body, and address the needs of a changing society. 

 

For much of the 1990s, faculty discussed potential revisions to its general education 

program.  During the mid-1990s, two external phenomena—a legislatively-mandated 

conversion to semesters and the 

implementation of the Minnesota Transfer 

Curriculum—slowed, rather than sparked, 

progress on the initiative.  Only as the end 

of that decade drew near did the university 

begin to reach consensus about the design 

of the program.  For much of the 1998-99 

and 1999-2000 academic years, faculty 

proposed and debated various iterations of 

a general education revision that would 

address the concerns articulated by the NCA in 1991. 

 

In its 1991 visit, the NCA’s critique addressed the design, oversight, and  details of the existing 

general education program: 
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Courses have been repeatedly added to the general education program without concern for the overall 

definition of the program causing it to lack focus, direction, and an articulated set of goals. No office or 

official appears to have direct responsibility for the oversight of the general education program. The 

development of a new general education program must be based on themes and concepts reflecting 

current practice in defining this component of the baccalaureate degree, examining potentials of a core 

set of courses, prescriptive liberating studies courses and limited electives through upper division course 

work. 

 

Although the eventual adoption of the program was long in coming, the result was one that 

addressed each of the NCA’s concerns and at the same time anticipated national trends in 

liberal education—such as the Association of American Colleges and Universities “LEAP” 

(Liberal Education and America’s Promise) initiative.  The oversight, policies, design, and 

outcomes of the program are all articulated in a University Studies Program Overview and 

Requirements document approved by the University’s Faculty Senate in April, 2000 and 

implemented in the Fall of 2001 (Appendix A). 

 

To address the NCA’s concerns regarding the oversight and administration of the program, 

the university provided reassigned time for an appointed faculty director and established a 

standing University Studies Subcommittee for review of course proposals and other 

administrative concerns.  Dr. Kerry Williams, a full professor in the Department of Psychology, 

served as University Studies Director from 2000-2003, overseeing both the final adoption of the 

program and the initial review of course proposals.  Dr. Williams’s leadership during this 

juncture was critical to the faculty’s adoption of the program and to its initial implementation.  

Dr. J Paul Johnson, a full professor in the Department of English, has served as Director since 

2003 and has recently been appointed to a second term to conclude in 2009 (both Williams and 

Johnson served on the University Studies Subcommittee since its inception in 1999).  The 

University Studies Director serves a three-year term as an ex officio non-voting member of the 

University Studies Subcommittee, a standing subcommittee of the university’s Academic 

Affairs and Curriculum Committee, comprised of representatives from each of the five colleges 

and each of three Basic Skills areas.  Members of the subcommittee serve staggered three-year 
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terms representing their areas, and thus the oversight of the program is one that remains 

reasonably consistent from year to year, with faculty dedicated to its success. 

 

As noted by the NCA in its 1991 critique, the prior program lacked, among other things, overall 

definition.  In contrast to its predecessor, the design of the University Studies Program is one 

that combines a modified version of the traditional skills and distribution requirement system 

(and which is the common structure for general education nationally) with multiple 

opportunities for civic, intercultural, ethical and upper-division studies both in and across 

departments.  It consists of “course” and “flag” requirements distributed across four main 

categories of electives, 

intended to suggest a 

longitudinal four-year process 

through the program rather 

than a simple accretion of 

lower-level courses. 

 

 

The University Studies 

Program Overview and 

Requirements document 

(Appendix A) describes each of 

these requirements in detail.  

Although the Basic Skills 

courses (College Reading and 

Writing, Oral Communication, 

Mathematics, and Physical 

Development and Wellness) are retained from the earlier general education program, each now 

has much more specific goals and objectives.    

 

Redefined with attention to both the Council of Writing Program Administrators’ Outcomes 

Statement1 and the local faculty’s focus on assigning challenging reading, English 111 is designed 

                                                 
1 Available: http://www.wpacouncil.org/positions/outcomes.html. 

University Studies Program 
 
Course Requirements (46 s.h.)  
Basic Skills (12 s.h.)  

• College Reading and Writing (4 s.h.)  
• Oral Communication (3 s.h.) 
• Mathematics (3 s.h.)  
• Physical Development and Wellness (2 s.h.)  

Arts and Sciences Core (22 s.h.)  
• Humanities (6 s.h.)  
• Social Science (6 s.h.)  
• Natural Science (with lab - 7 s.h.) 
• Fine and Performing Arts (3 s.h.) 

 Unity and Diversity (12 s.h.)  
• Critical Analysis (3 s.h.)  
• Science and Social Policy (3 s.h.)  
• Global or Multicultural Perspectives (3 s.h.)  
• Contemporary Citizenship or Democratic Institutions (3 s.h.)  

Flag Requirements (12 s.h.)  
• Writing (6 s.h.)  
• Oral Communication (3 s.h.)  
• Mathematics/Statistics OR Critical Analysis (3 s.h.)  
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to promote students’ “critical reading, thinking, and writing skills” and focuses on critical 

reading, argumentation, and documentation.  Communication Studies 191 teaches students “to 

become highly competent communicators… who are skilled at expressing their ideas… and 

interacting with others.”  The Mathematics electives “help students develop an appreciation of 

the uses and usefulness of mathematical models,” while Physical Development and Wellness 

courses teach students “practical skills in the areas of lifetime physical activity, health 

awareness and wellness.”   In addition, University Studies requires twelve hours of upper-

division “flagged courses” that provide additional contexts, opportunities, and feedback for 

students’ use of writing, speech, mathematics, statistics, and critical thinking in their major 

fields. 

 

The Arts and Sciences Core provides knowledge of human culture and the natural world 

with courses featuring study in traditional areas of liberal learning.  The Core eliminates what 

had been an intellectually unjustifiable “Allied Studies” requirement in the old general 

education and adds instead a requirement in the Fine and Performing Arts—one that fosters 

the institution’s commitment to the value of creative and performative expression.  Except for 

this addition, the Arts and Sciences Core is a traditional introduction to disciplinary thought 

and expression.  The Humanities classes help students “understand… human experience and… 

the meaning and value of life by examining its expression in culture.”  The Social Sciences 

courses are designed to have students learn about “perspectives regarding human behavior.”  

The Natural Science classes acquaint students with the “methods… of scientific inquiry which 

increases our understanding of the natural world.”  It is these requirements that bear the 

primary responsibility of providing students with the “knowledge of human cultures and the 

natural and physical world” as endorsed by the AAC&U’s Liberal Education and America’s Promise 

initiative.   

 

It should not go without notice that the University Studies Program went so far as to specify 

departments that could contribute courses to the Arts and Science Core.  The language of the 

PO&R document restricts core courses to those “taught by faculty drawn from disciplines 

normally identified with those areas,” allowing that “exceptions to the rule are possible, but 

they are not normative and must be supported by documentation.”  Where for instance, in 

general education the Natural Science electives had included Mathematics and Computer 



12 

 

Science, the new program excluded these departments from such offerings, allowing only for 

courses to be taught in the departments of Biology, Chemistry, Geoscience, and Physics.  

Though the purposeful exclusion of some departments from this category was not without its 

opponents, the intent was to strengthen to quality of student learning in the Arts and Science 

Core of University Studies.  Last, the old “two-department rule”—one requiring students to 

spread their coursework in a category across two departments—was abandoned, and students 

are now both allowed and encouraged to complete the core requirements with sequences of 

courses in a single discipline. 

 

 

Unity and Diversity electives focus their attention on individual and social responsibility.   

This area is designed in part to respond to the site visitors’ request that WSU faculty consider 

reflecting upon current national trends in liberal education as they make their 

recommendations for change.  Additionally, this area invites all departments and programs to 

propose courses to meet its requirements; it further invites courses offered at a higher-than-

introductory level of understanding, and thus, offered at any level and potentially requiring 

prerequisites—both potentialities forbidden by the old general education program.   

 

Again, we note a prescient parallel to the AAC&U’s articulation of Liberal Education and America’s 

Promise, which advocates for fostering liberal education outcomes that address individual and 

social responsibilities, among them civic knowledge and engagement, intercultural knowledge 

and competence, ethical reasoning and action, and skills for lifelong learning.  Though not 

prescriptively identical to the AAC&U’s outcomes, the University Studies Program’s Unity and 

Diversity requirements are noticeably similar.  The Science and Social Policy requirement 

teaches students to “improve their understanding of the interrelated concerns of society and 

the sciences.”  Courses meeting the outcomes for Global or Multicultural Perspectives promote 

students’ understanding of the growing interrelatedness and diversity of nations, people, and 

the environment.  Critical Analysis electives promote logical, ethical, evidence-based reasoning 

on an array of academic topics.  And finally, the last category of courses are those that promote 

Contemporary Citizenship or Democratic Institutions by providing opportunities and contexts 

for students to “participate as effective citizens.” 
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Again, these new sets of courses are consistent with Winona State University’s mission 

statement, and, additionally, are grounded in contemporary issues. The faculty and 

administration strongly believe that introducing students to these new issues will make them 

more aware of contemporary issues and better citizens of our world.  Some such courses 

examine the foundations of democracy, while others—for example, English 211, Writing in 

Communities; Residential College 150, Insights and Implications; and Women’s and Gender 

Studies 148, Power, Privilege, and Gender —have provided curricula flexible enough to support 

service learning initiatives in the local community and beyond. 

 

The last, and most fully integrative, requirement of University Studies is that of the Flag 

courses.  This system is designed to meet one of the other concerns of the NCA site visitors. 

Flag courses, usually in a student’s major field of study, are designed to reinforce the “basic 

skills” component of University Studies. In their upper-division coursework, then, students 

will complete at least two classes that offer an intensive writing experience; one class in which 

they have to undertake a significant oral presentation, and one class in which they have to 

demonstrate the use of data or critical thinking techniques in a meaningful way. 

 

These Flag courses demonstrate just one example of how the new program not only permits, 

but also encourages, greater depth of study.  In general education, every course was to be taken 

at the introductory level; in University Studies, prerequisites are permitted so that a student 

may fulfill the requirements of a category from a single department.  The new program 

discourages the compartmentalization of liberal education and instead encourages its 

integration with the student’s major area of study, especially the case in the Unity and Diversity 

area.  For example, students may take their Critical Analysis course within their major or a 

biology student may take an upper-division major seminar to satisfy the Science and Social 

Policy requirement; non-specialists, meanwhile, may study similar issues at a more basic level 

in an introductory course.   

 

Versions of a more fully integrative learning requirement were considered as a part of the new 

program.  Just as the LEAP initiative advocates for integrative learning opportunities that foster 

students’ capacity to “adapt knowledge, skills, and responsibilities to new settings and 

questions,” so too did WSU’s faculty weigh the potential merits of a general education capstone 
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experience for University Studies.  Ultimately, and for a host of logistical and intellectual 

reasons, the curriculum adopted did not include such a capstone, and instead the Flag 

requirements most closely approximate the integrative learning outcome of the LEAP initiative.  

Future revisions to, experiments with, and assessments of the current USP might benefit from a 

reconsideration of a more fully integrative learning experience for its students, and the 

Residential College is currently in the process of developing just such a capstone in its fledgling 

Residential Scholars Program. 

 

Beyond the structural design of the program’s requirements, teams of teaching faculty 

collaborated on the articulation of student learning outcomes specific to each area.  In 

some of these areas, as noted above, the outcomes were drafted in reference to those adopted by 

national disciplinary organization; in others, faculty contributed their own understanding of 

the common objectives of their disparate courses in, say, the Humanities.  The exercise was not 

without difficulty, and some areas yielded more immediately and transparently assessable 

outcomes than did others, but the eventual result was that every requirement of the USP 

identified specific learning outcomes for courses intended to meet the requirement.  In turn, 

every single course approved for the program has been (and continues to be) required to 

demonstrate the means by which it would promote students’ abilities to meet those outcomes.2  

As of this writing, faculty assessment committees are today in the process of assessing the 

degrees to which students demonstrate, through direct evidence, accomplishment of these 

outcomes, beginning with the Basic Skills. 

 

University Studies was implemented for new entering first-year students in the fall of 

2001, a date that was precipitated by the scheduled comprehensive accreditation site visit and 

that also necessitated a midyear catalog supplement.  The staff in the Registrar’s, Advising and 

Retention, and Admissions offices worked to make the transition to the new program relatively 

seamless, despite faculty qualms about implementing the new requirements midcatalog.  

Addenda were published and provided to new students during the April and June 

preregistration advising sessions, and by the implementation date, the University Studies 

Subcommittee had reviewed and approved over 150 courses (and voted to disapprove a few 

                                                 
2 All approved course proposals for University Studies are archived and accessible at www.winona.edu/usp.  Each 
proposal addresses the stipulated student learning outcomes for its category.  
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proposed) for the Basic Skills, Arts and Science Core, and Unity and Diversity areas of the 

program.   

 

The implementation date for transfer students was deferred to fall of 2002.  The delay 

allowed the faculty—and the University Studies Subcommittee—to focus first on the approval 

of the many 100- and 200-level electives that would constitute the initial slate of electives for 

incoming first-year students.  Transfer students beginning WSU coursework in 2001-02 were 

advised to complete the existing general education program, while those entering in fall of 2002 

or later were placed in University Studies.  As a result of this decision, the review and approval 

of Flag courses—every single one of them “new” to the new program insofar as each would need 

to be submitted to and approved by the USS—was delayed for a year. 

 

The review and approval of Flag courses proved slightly more contentious as departments 

submitted proposals for the following academic year.  Not wishing to articulate minimum page 

or minute requirements for papers and speeches in Writing and Oral Flag courses (in part so as 

not to encourage a “downward drift” towards the specified minimums), the USS review of 

proposals for Flag courses focused more on the pedagogical methods employed to foster the 

outcomes for each category.  Faculty proposers were asked to demonstrate to the 

subcommittee the means by which they would advise students through the process of writing, 

for instance, and the kinds of feedback they (and others) would provide; they further were 

asked to demonstrate that the writing assignments would be distributed throughout the 

semester and comprise a substantial portion of the course grade.  To some faculty, accustomed 

perhaps to the freedoms of employing whatever pedagogical methods appropriate in their own 

major courses, such questions seemed inappropriate; yet for the subcommittee, these aspects 

were indeed the very ones that would distinguish a course as a Flag in the University Studies 

Program.   

 

By the fall of 2002, the initial review of flag courses was complete and each WSU 

department had, with some exceptions, identified and approved at least enough flag courses in 

their majors for them to complete their degrees with the requirements in writing, oral 

communication, and mathematics/statistics or critical analysis met.  Over the next few years, 

the review of flag course proposals would continue, but at this point, the University Studies 
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Program could be considered fully complete, with a fully articulated set of goals and 

requirements, a governing document and leadership, and developed processes for course and 

flag approvals.  Beginning in the fall of 2002, every new student, first-year and transfer alike, 

entered under the auspices of the University Studies Program.  And with that accomplishment, 

WSU could consider its new program completed if not fully implemented. 
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Implementation of the University Studies Program 
 

 

 

 

 

The implementation of the new University Studies Program was one that was labor-intensive 

on a number of fronts, from course approvals and substitution requests to advising concerns 

and assessment.  Since the fall of 1999, the University Studies Subcommittee has met nearly 

every other Wednesday afternoon of the academic year—typically 10-12 meetings—to govern 

the program.  As the initial round of course approvals eventually waned, and the hundreds of 

courses that comprise the bulk of the program were approved, the focus of subcommittee 

meetings turned from the approval of courses to the ongoing administration of the program.  In 

particular, this implementation phase brought greater attention to the review of flag courses 

(and their integration of USP goals with disciplinary content), a procedure for USP course 

substitution requests, the expiration and renewal of course approvals, communications with 

faculty and students, transfer issues, course availability, and assessment of the program.  Each 

of these features of the program’s implementation is discussed in further detail below. 

 
 
Course and Flag Approval Process 

 

Since the inception of the program, the University Studies Subcommittee has reviewed literally 

hundreds of courses proposed for inclusion in the program.  The design of the program invites 

every department “to explore Unity and Diversity” and requires every department to provide its 

majors with at least four Flag courses; as a result, the program requires a substantial number of 

electives for completion, and each and every Course and Flag proposal has been reviewed by the 

USS.  Each of these approved proposals has required the following of its proposers: 
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1. Documentation of Course Requirements and learning activities designed to 

meet the course outcomes specified for the area. 

2. A course description that clearly identifies the course as a University Studies 

Course and the Course Requirement which it satisfies. 

3. Information directed to the student which clearly identifies course activities 

and assignments that address the course outcomes. 

 

With some exceptions, the review process for courses requirements has been successful.  There 

have been occasional misunderstandings and disagreements about the depth and quality of the 

material required for approval, but these have been infrequent, and increasingly so over the 

years, as the program has matured.  Most course proposals for the Basic Skills and Arts and 

Science Core areas, with few exceptions, have been approved as proposed: as one might 

imagine, these areas being the most traditional of the program, courses in these areas have 

historically been provided by a fixed number of departments with offerings in traditionally 

prescribed areas.  (Even while the PO&R document allows for “excluded” departments to 

propose courses in the core, no such department has requested the opportunity to do so as of 

this writing.) 

 

The Unity and Diversity area, less defined by traditional disciplinary boundaries, has proved a 

slightly more contentious ground for course approval.  Since for this category, as the PO&R 

document indicates, “any academic program or department may explore Unity and Diversity 

and may propose courses to meet the requirements,” neither the USS nor the faculty can rely on 

existing notions of disciplinarity to determine a course’s appropriateness for a category, the 

merits of each proposal can be discussed only in terms of its ability to promote the student 

learning outcomes specified for the area.  Thus the degree to which a given course promotes 

those outcomes—if such can be demonstrated at all—has proved the primary determinant of a 

course’s chances of approval.   

 

As a result, some courses proposed in Unity and Diversity have been recommended for 

disapproval, on the grounds that they simply did not evidence sufficient science for a Science 

and Social Policy requirement or sufficient multicultural content for one in Multicultural 
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Perspectives.  In other cases, proposers made significant revisions to courses as proposed before 

gaining the subcommittee’s recommendation, and in still others, proposers withdrew their 

proposals rather than make such revisions.  Of course, we note, these disapprovals, revisions, 

and withdrawals pale in comparison to the number of those proposals, in this area and the 

others, that have been recommended for approval as promoting each of the outcomes 

stipulated.  And the program has not suffered for the absence of any individual offering, as a 

sufficient array of electives has been approved and instituted for each requirement in the 

program. 

 

While establishing a sufficient number and variety of course requirements for the USP was 

accomplished within the first couple of years of the program, it took longer for the full set of 

flag requirements to be proposed by faculty and reviewed by the subcommittee.  The design of 

the program, with its requirement that every student complete four flag courses—two in 

writing, one in oral communications, and a last in either mathematics/statistics or critical 

analysis—essentially required that every WSU major propose at least four courses to USS for 

these flags.  As the program was implemented, faculty from English and Communication 

Studies offered faculty development sessions on developing and teaching Writing and Oral Flag 

courses, with topics attending to the concerns of responding to student writing or the 

characteristics of second language learners in such classes.  In many departments, multiple 

courses were proposed, so that students could choose from electives carrying the flags.  The 

result has been that literally hundreds of courses—by this writing, 104 for writing, 71 for oral 

communication, and 45 for mathematics/ statistics or critical analysis—have been approved for 

USP flags. 

 

Determining the kinds of courses most appropriate to carry the flag designation was less simple 

than initially perceived.  In the review of flag proposals, the USS has abided by the language of 

the PO&R document that suggests that while the it “cannot veto department designation of 

flagged courses,” at the same time “departments will need to demonstrate to the University 

Studies Subcommittee that the courses in question merit the flags.”   This particular language—

designed to respect the academic freedom of individual programs and faculty yet protect the 

integrity of the University Studies Program’s goals—has governed the review and approval of 

the flag courses.  The USS has not recommended disapproval of any flag course, and in only one 
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case has it forwarded a proposal with comment to the Academic Affairs and Curriculum 

Committee that resulted in its disapproval.   

 

The more common actions taken by USS have been either recommending for immediate 

approval or suggesting revisions to the proposal for later reconsideration.  The subcommittee 

notes that in almost every instance of the later, suggested revisions seem to have been received 

in the cordial and collegial spirit in which they were offered.  Though proposing these courses 

for inclusion in the program has been labor-intensive—as has been instructing them—WSU 

faculty have done so literally “for the good of the team.”  Given that there are no other tangible 

incentives for proposing or teaching the flag courses, which frequently require a greater 

workload in terms of paper load and feedback than others, the faculty deserve credit for 

shouldering the burden of curriculum and instruction in reinforcing the basic skills through 

these courses. 

 

Integrating the flag requirements with departmental staff and curricula has been, from our 

perspective, occasionally problematic.  In a few cases, course were proposed for writing flags 

that were regularly taught by faculty ill prepared to address the outcomes for the flag; in a few 

other cases, departments elected to remove flags from previously-approved courses because 

their content (too broad) and/or enrollment (too high) prohibited success with the outcomes.  

There still may exist a very few courses whose content is too broad or enrollment is too high for 

sufficient attention to student writing or presentation concerns; however, these are exceptions.  

Indeed, many departments have had the opportunity to implement, refine, and improve their 

flag offerings.  And, it must be said, most of the faculty proposing flag courses have articulated 

clear, compelling, and commendable practices that reinforce the program’s basic skills—

exactly as the program’s designers had intended. 

 

 
Course Substitution Request Process 

 

In 2003, the USS formalized a Course Substitution Request Process by which students could 

request that a transfer or WSU course not approved for the USP might fulfill requirements.  

The process, as approved by USS, A2C2, and Senate in 2003, is designed to protect the integrity 



21 

 

of the program and yet allow some occasional flexibility for "highly unusual circumstances."  

The approved Request Form and Guidelines for Substitution are available at 

www.winona.edu/usp, as is a FAQ regarding the process.  Student proposers are required to 

explain clearly (1) why they are making this request and (2) how the proposed course should 

substitute as a University Studies Course in the category requested by addressing each of the 

outcomes for that category separately.   

  

The approved guidelines governing the request process include this language: “University 

Studies Requirements are met ONLY by courses currently in the University Studies Program. 

The University Studies Subcommittee will not consider requests for substitution of any USP 

course for a different USP area. Only under highly unusual circumstances will a WSU course 

not listed in the University Studies Program be considered as a substitution.” 

 

These guidelines are strict so as to preserve the integrity of the faculty governance of the 

program.  The USS respects the right and the responsibility of the faculty—and only the 

faculty—to propose courses for the USP.  Given these guidelines, the kinds of "highly unusual 

circumstances" that have led to recommendations for approval have been these: 

 

• Inaccurate information provided by official WSU documents describing program 

requirements. 

• Ineffective technologies for communicating program requirements or changes to 

students. 

• (In the case of transfer students) Inexact correlations between other institutions' 

programs, departments, courses, or requirements. 

 

In the absence of “highly unusual circumstances” such as these, the USS has been consistent in 

recommending for disapproval the substitution of WSU courses not listed in the program.  

Since the list of approved courses has been published accurately since the inception of the 

program, and since students have ample opportunity to elect to complete any of the dozens of 

strong courses already approved for the category, the USS does not view such requests as ones 

that would warrant substitution.   
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Since the development of the program and the approval of the request Guidelines and Process, 

the USS has committed considerable effort to ensure that the request process is fair to students 

and yet preserves the right of the faculty to discern what courses will fulfill those 

requirements.  Given the hours faculty have invested in developing, proposing, and 

reviewing courses for the program, the USS encourages students to complete the program as it 

has been approved by completing elective courses in the categories for which they have been approved. 

 

 
University Studies Website, FAQ, and Updates 

 

The University Studies website was developed and published during the 2003-04 academic 

year as a means of communicating with the university community and archiving forms and 

minutes.  The site, accessible from each of the relevant pages on the main WSU web  

(Academics, Faculty/Staff, Students, Registrar, Departments, etc.), includes the following 

information and forms as indicated at right, including both the full Program Overview and 

Requirements document and a set of answers to Frequently Asked Questions. 
 

 
 
As the University Studies Program Assessment Plan matures, the USP website will archive 

faculty area committee reports, data sets, and this and other external reports.  Beginning in 

2005, the USP Director initiated the practice of providing the university community with email 

updates announcing various USP policies, procedures, resources, practices, and initiatives. 

Program Overview and Requirements 
University Studies Frequently Asked Questions 
 
Faculty Links 

• USP Proposal Forms and Information  
o General Information for Proposers  
o Directions, Cover Sheet, and 

Approval  
o Directory of Approved Proposals  
o Selected Model Proposals  

• USP Assessment Plan / Appendices  
o Spring 2005 Progress Report  

• USS Roster 2005-06  

Student Links 
• USP Courses by Area (Registrar)  
• USP Courses by Department 

(Registrar)  
• USP Planning Sheet  

o Blank Planning Sheet  
o Sample Completed Sheet  

• USP Course Substitution Guidelines  
• USP Substitution Request Form 
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Course Expiration and Renewal Process 

 

The North Central Association’s 1991 critique of the prior general education program also 

addressed the fact that courses had been added repeatedly to the program without concern for 

its overall definition.  As a result, as the University Studies Program was developed and 

approved, the Program Overview and Requirements document included the following 

language:  

 

Courses will receive approval for a fixed period. Approval will automatically expire if the course is not 

submitted for review before the end of that fixed period. In order to stagger workload, in the first round 

of review the length of the fixed period will vary from 4 to 6 years. Thereafter, the fixed period will be 6 

years. 

 

As the program was implemented, the minutes for the initial meetings of the USS Course 

Approval Process indicated that Basic Skills were courses to be approved for six years; Arts & 

Science Core courses for five years; and Flag and Unity & Diversity Courses for four years.  

However, following those early meetings, and in the midst of review of literally hundreds of 

courses, the specifics of the expiration dates and renewal process for courses were not 

addressed.  While it was clearly the intent of the language to determine a regular rotation of the 

course review, discouraging the unsupervised proliferation of unnecessary courses, the 

document did not provide clear direction for the process. 

 

For instance, the PO&R document did not clarify from what moment the period of approval for 

a USP course was to commence—nor how the implied renewal process would take place.  

University Studies Subcommittee minutes, though complete, noted only the original date of 

USS approval of each course, and not of final administrative approval.  As a result, tracking the 

expiration of individual courses from a date of their initial approval would be next to 

impossible.  Additionally, if enacted from date of administrative approval, the entire renewal 

process would be dependent upon the whims of proposal submission dates, rather than upon 

programmatic concerns.  Last, a complete re-undertaking of the full course approval process for 

every USP course would be inefficient and exhausting for departments and USS and A2C2 

members.  The USS, after reviewing the situation, concluded that the renewal process instead 
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should be tied to programmatic concerns and should expedite renewals of already-approved 

courses. 

 

In the fall of 2006, the University Studies Subcommittee recommended amending the PO&R 

document language quoted above with the following:  

 

All approved courses will be reviewed on a regular and systematic basis that follows the scheduled 

rotation of review in the University Studies Program Assessment Plan (USPAP).  Existing approval of 

courses in each USP area will automatically expire if the course is not submitted for renewal by 

December 1 of the calendar year as indicated.  Departments may seek renewal of USP approval by 

completing the USP Renewal Request form provided by the University Studies Director. 

 

The USS proposal regarding the Expiration and Renewal of Course Approvals was approved by 

A2C2 and Faculty Senate and accepted by Administration during the 2005-06 academic year.  

As the approved schedule for assessment and expiration below is enacted, approved courses in 

the Basic Skills area will be scheduled for review during the 2006-07 academic year.   

 
 

Courses in … USPAP reports due Renewal deadline Expiration Date 
Basic Skills June 1, 2006 (+4) Dec. 1, 2006 (+4) end of Fall, 2007 (+4) 
Arts & Science Core June 1, 2007 (+4) Dec. 1, 2007 (+4) end of Fall, 2008 (+4) 
Unity & Diversity  June 1, 2008 (+4) Dec. 1, 2008 (+4) end of Fall, 2009 (+4) 
Flag Courses  June 1, 2009 (+4) Dec. 1, 2009 (+4) end of Fall, 2010 (+4) 

 

 

 
Transfer Concerns and Policies 

 

The Minnesota Transfer Curriculum has proved another implementation concern of the 

University Studies Program.  The Minnesota Transfer Curriculum is a cooperative transfer 

program in which all the public colleges and universities in Minnesota participate.  Winona 

State has had, like each of the universities in the MnSCU system, to balance its ownership and 

design of its general education curriculum with the system-wide governance of the MnTC.  

Though the design of the USP parallels many of the features of the MnTC, the two are not 

exact. 
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If Winona State University certifies that a student transferring to another participating college 

or university has satisfied all ten areas of emphasis of the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, then 

the other school will give the student credit for fully satisfying their general education 

requirements.  The ten areas of emphasis are written and oral communication; critical thinking; 

natural sciences; mathematics/symbolic systems; history and the social/behavioral sciences; the 

humanities—arts, literature, and philosophy; human diversity; global perspective; ethical and 

civic responsibility; and people and the environment.3 

 

 

Clearly established protocols built into the original design of the University Studies Program 

have made most transfer issues relatively easy to resolve.  Winona State’s Undergraduate Catalog 

informs students of the following relevant policies: 

 

o Transfer students who have satisfied specific goals of the Minnesota Transfer 

Curriculum will be considered to have satisfied the equivalent components of the 

University Studies Program.   

                                                 
3 Information about the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum is available at www.mntransfer.org.     
 

If a student transferring from WSU to another school that participates in the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum (MNTC) has 
completed some, but not all, of the University Studies Program requirements, then he or she will be certified as having 
completed those areas of emphasis indicated: 
 

Satisfied Winona State’s requirements in 
University Studies areas of:   

 Certified as having completed Minnesota 
Transfer Curriculum (MNTC) areas of: 

College Reading and Writing and Oral Communications 
(Basic Skills)  

 Written and Oral Communication (MNTC Goal 1) 
 

Mathematics (Basic Skills)  Mathematics/Symbolic Systems (MNTC Goal 4) 
Physical Development and Wellness (Basic Skills)  Does not satisfy any MNTC area 
Humanities and Fine and Performing Arts (Arts and 

Sciences Core) 
 The Humanities—the Arts, Literature, and Philosophy 

(MNTC Goal 6) 
Natural Science (Arts and Sciences Core)  Natural Sciences (MNTC Goal 3) 
Social Science (Arts and Sciences Core)  History and the Social and Behavioral Sciences (MNTC 

Goal 5) 
Critical Analysis (Unity and Diversity)  Critical Thinking (MNTC Goal 2) 
Science and Social Policy (Unity and Diversity)  People and the Environment (MNTC Goal 10) 
Multicultural Perspectives (Unity and Diversity)  Human Diversity (MNTC Goal 7) 
Global Perspectives (Unity and Diversity)   Global Perspective (MNTC Goal 8) 
Contemporary Citizenship or Democratic Institutions (Unity 

and Diversity) 
 

 Ethical and Civic Responsibility (MNTC Goal 9) 
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o Transfer students who have received an Associate of Arts degree from a community or 

technical college have automatically satisfied the Basic Skills, Arts and Sciences Core, 

and Unity and Diversity components of University Studies but must, nevertheless, 

complete the University Studies Program Flag requirements at WSU. 

o Transfer students who have received an A.S. or A.A.S. degree from a community 

college or university can usually anticipate that they will meet the WSU University 

Studies requirements once they have completed 40 or more semester credits. Those 40 

hours must include humanities, the natural sciences and social sciences (as defined by 

WSU) and course work equivalent to the courses required in the basic skills. 

   

The Flag requirements of our University Studies Program have proved more of a concern for 

students transferring to WSU.  These requirements apply to all transfer students, regardless of 

whether or not they have completed the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, an A.A. degree, or 

other significant general-education related coursework.  Transfer students have three options 

for completing the Flag requirement(s).   

(1) They can enroll in courses that carry the Flags they need to complete.  

(2) They can approach their major or minor department for a Course Substitution for 

Major or Minor.  If they have completed a non-WSU course that is equivalent to a 

WSU course carrying the desired flag, this Course Substitution would satisfy their 

requirement.  OR 

(3) They can complete a University Studies Course Substitution Request.   

 

A final concern regarding transfer students and the University Studies Program regards a 

recent MnSCU Chancellor’s Office decision to exclude introductory world languages from the 

Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, effective for students whose initial enrollment is Fall 2006 or 

later.  As the USS had, by 2006, approved over a dozen such courses—in Chinese, English as a 

Second Language, French, German, Japanese, and Spanish—for inclusion in the Humanities 

area of the Arts & Science Core, we found the MnSCU decision regrettable.  After deliberation 

and discussion with the Foreign Language Department, Liberal Arts Dean, Registrar, and 

Transfer Coordinator, the USS affirmed its approval of such courses, and took efforts to ensure 
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that students completing these in the future courses understand that they may not transfer as 

Humanities courses at other institutions.  This information will be published in our 2006-08 

Catalog, our Web Registration and Degree Audit Reporting System modules, and to students 

enrolling in these courses  
 
 
Retention and Graduation  

 

As the University Studies Program reached maturity, with the first cohort of students 

beginning the program in Fall of 2001 reaching graduation status in the Spring of 2005, 

retention and graduation rates provide indications of degree to which the program had been 

successfully implemented.   

 

To examine the effect of the implementation of the USP on retention and graduation rates, we 

compared WSU rates with national data compiled by NCHEMS (National Center for Higher 

Education Management Systems).  The comparison provides a reference frame for WSU 

information.  For example, 74.5 percent of the Fall 02 NEF (new entering freshmen) at WSU 

returned for their sophomore year.4  For 2002, the NCHEMS composite value retention rate for 

four-year colleges and universities in Minnesota was 80.2% and for the U.S. was 73.6%. 

 

 

                                                 
4 Data provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 12/2005. 

WSU RETENTION
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Retention and graduation rates relative to the University Studies Program provide additional, if 

not conclusive, insight.  We compared the available data for sophomore, junior, and senior 

retention rates at WSU under the old general education program with those under the new 

USP.  We note that our comparison may suffer from an admittedly small sample size (only four 

years’ worth of data available for USP versus thirteen for general education).  Our informal 

analysis suggests that retention rates have increased slightly, concurrent with the 

implementation of the USP.  We do not infer from this data a directly causal relationship, but 

merely take them to mean another indication that the USP was implemented with sufficient 

efficiency so as not to jeopardize retention. 

 

Retention rates Gen-Ed 
1988-2000 

USP 
2001-04 

Sophomore retention (mean) 69.5% 73.7% 
Junior retention (mean) 55.3% 62.1% 
Senior retention (mean) 50.2% 57.0% 

 

NCHEMS, we note, suggests a more comprehensive approach to assessing retention rates.  

Noting that the data is lacking across states, they suggest that within a state, retention rates 

depend on a host of variables—high school courses taken, ACT scores, socioeconomic 

background, and ethnicity, among others—and we note the possibility of the university 

referencing retention rates against other variables.  For the purposes of our ongoing review of 

the implementation of University Studies, we are confident that, to say the least, the 

implementation has had no discernible deleterious effect on retention at WSU, and it may be 

possible that its redesign has contributed to a slight increase, at least insofar as direct 

comparisons with the general education program suggest.   

 

Comparing WSU graduation rates to NCHEMS data is more complicated.  Winona State 

graduation rates are reported after four, five, and seven years with rates associated with the 

starting year.  NCHEMS reports six-year graduation rates of bachelor’s students with the year 

selected as representing the end of six years—thus the starting date is six years previous.  A 

fairly meaningful comparison can still be made, however.  For example, at WSU 45.4 percent of 

the Fall 98 NEF graduated in five years, and 50.9 percent graduated in seven years.5  The 

                                                 
5 Data provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 12/2005. 
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WSU GRADUATION
% NEF Graduating After 4 Years, 5 Years, 7 Years

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

85
 F

al
l

86
 F

al
l

87
 F

al
l

88
 F

al
l

89
 F

al
l

90
 F

al
l

91
 F

al
l

92
 F

al
l

93
 F

al
l

94
 F

al
l

95
 F

al
l

96
 F

al
l

97
 F

al
l

98
 F

al
l

99
 F

al
l

20
00

 F
al

l

20
01

 F
al

l

G
ra

du
at

io
n 

R
at

es
 

After 4 Years

After 5 Years

After 7 Years

NCHEMS six-year graduation rate for 2004 (which refers to a cohort group starting in 1998) is 

57.2 percent for Minnesota and 55.3 percent for the nation.   

 

As we have very little data regarding the graduation of students who began under USP in 2001 

and later, it is too early for us to conclude what impact, if any, its implementation has had on 

WSU graduation rates.  And the implementation of the USP has not seemed to impact 

retention rates in any discernible way, except for a very slight increase, and one which at that 

may be attributable to other phenomena. 
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Availability and Completion of Basic Skills Requirements 

 

During the years in which the University deliberated reforms to its general education program, 

one consistently pressing concern was the availability and completion of that program’s general 

education requirements.  This concern was highlighted in a 1998 “Excluded Managers” retreat: 

 

[…] Data from institutional research indicates that basic skills courses in both speech and English serve 

only about 60 percent of first year students. In addition, we know that only 40 percent of all students 

complete the English and speech general education requirements during their first year on campus.6 

 

The University Studies Subcommittee is especially concerned with the availability of courses in 

the Basic Skills areas of English, Oral Communication, and Mathematics, since the PO&R 

document suggests that such courses ought to be taken early in students’ careers—and since 

these courses serve as prerequisites to the Flag requirements in each of the relevant areas.   

 

For the Basic Skills requirements in English and Mathematics, students are recommended to 

complete the courses “as soon as possible, preferably in their first year and certainly no later 

than their third semester”; for the requirement in Oral Communication, students are advised to 

complete the requirement “during their first two years.” 

 

We reviewed two cohorts of students: New Entering First-Year students from the fall of 2002 

and from the fall of 2003.    The percentages of students who completed each of these 

requirements by their first, second, and third semesters is indicated in the table below.  Please 

note that these tables compare the entire entering class of first-year students with the set of 

students who complete (and not merely enroll in) their Basic Skills requirements.  And, of 

course, readers should take into consideration normal rates of attrition and retention for new 

entering first-year students, as described above.   

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 Minutes available at http://www.winona.edu/AIR/nca2001/otherairFiles/excludedmgrsretreat.htm. 
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Percentage of WSU students completing Basic Skills requirements by third semester7 
Sample: New Entering First-Year Students F02, F03 (n=2875) English Comm. Math  All 3 
completed by end of 1st  semester 41.7% 41.9% 54.4% 0.9% 
completed by end of 2nd semester 76.5% 77.1% 77.9% 53.7% 
completed by end of 3rd semester 79.9% 80.1% 83.2% 61.8% 
total completed by end of 8th semester 81.2% 84.9% 86.2% 66.5% 
of those completing requirement, percentage completed by third semester 98.3% 94.3% 96.2% 92.9% 

  

As these data indicate, the University has greatly improved the accessibility of these courses, 

especially compared with the data from the 1998 retreat cited above.  When before, only some 

60 percent of students completed either first-year English or their Oral Communication courses 

in their first year, our more recent data suggests that in University Studies, that percentage has 

risen to over 75 percent.  And when before, only 40 percent of our students completed both the 

English and Oral Communication requirements, we can now report that that nearly 54 percent 

of our students not only complete both of these, but their Mathematics requirement as well, by 

the end of the first year. 

 

In fact, as our data indicate, each of the three of their Basic Skills requirements—English, Oral 

Communications, and Mathematics—is completed by approximately 80 percent of new 

entering WSU first-year students by the third semester of enrollment.  The percentage of 

students who have completed all three of these requirements is 61.8 percent of the new 

entering students in our sample.   

 

Yet we note the obvious: that not every new entering first-year student is one who remains at 

WSU for his or her sophomore, junior, or senior years.  In fact, WSU typically graduates 

approximately 25 percent of its new entering first-year students in four years, and retains, at 

highest, approximately 75 percent of its students from the first year to the sophomore year. 

 

Of those students in our sample set who indeed eventually completed their Basic Skills 

requirements, nearly all of them had done so by their third semester at WSU, as the bottom 

row of the table above indicates.  Of those eventually finishing the requirement, over 98 percent 

of these students had completed the English requirement by the third semester; over 96 percent 

the Mathematics by the third semester; and over 93 percent the Oral Communication 

                                                 
7 Data provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 12/2005. 
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requirement by the third semester.  And last, of the students in our data set who had eventually 

completed all three of these Basic Skills requirements, nearly 93 percent had done so by the end 

of their third semester on campus.   

 

To our thinking, these data suggest that the departments offering these courses are doing so in 

great enough number and availability to allow students to complete them in a timely fashion, as 

the design of the program intends.  Additionally, many major programs (Nursing and 

Education, to name two among many) articulate the successful completion of some of these 

courses as prerequisite to program entry, thus providing an additional incentive for early 

completion.  And, of course, we credit academic advisors with ensuring that even the 

undeclared student understands the importance of completing these requirements within their 

first few semesters.   

 

Also crucial to improving the rates of completion in this category were a curricular change 

(moving from a six-hour, two-course sequence in English to a single four-hour semester course) 

and an increase in new faculty hires in these departments that coincided with the 

implementation of the new program.  While the factors that impact the completion rates of 

these courses are many, to our incoming first-year students, the message is clear: complete 

these courses early in your degree program, and other benefits will follow.  The degree to which 

students in these courses demonstrate accomplishment of the learning outcomes specified for 

each, finally, is discussed in Appendices D.1-D.4, our Faculty Area Committee Reports on the 

Basic Skills areas of University Studies. 

 

 
Course Availability and Enrollment 

 

As the University Studies Program lists and requires the promotion of certain learning 

outcomes of its students, the availability and enrollment patterns in USP courses provides an 

indication of the ability of certain courses to provide such opportunities for its students.  

Enrollment patterns in USP suggest a wide variability in the number of seats filled by students. 

The average class size across all categories is 30, with a maximum class size of 480 (MCOM 

100) and a minimum class size of just four (SPAN 402 and GERM 403).   
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University Studies Area Avg. # 

enrolled 
Max # enrolled/ 
course section 

Min # enrolled/ 
course section 

Reading/Writing 24   
Oral Communication 24   
Mathematics 30 37 MATH 110 25 MATH 165 
Physical Dev/Wellness 31 78 PER 134 21 PER 101 
Humanities 29 80  MUSC 109 8  ENG 106 
Social Science 28 79 SOC 150 27 CMST 287 
Natural Science 29 176 BIOL 117 12 PHYS 222 

11 SCIE 401 
Fine & Performing Arts 29 107 MUSC 241 8 MUSC 247 
Critical Analysis 27 85 PHIL 110 8 PHYS 223 
Science & Social Policy 30 176 BIOL 104 14 ENGR 390 
Global/Multicultural Perspectives 28 76 HIST 165 4 CHIN 201 
Citizenship/Democratic 
Institutions 

29 480 MCOM 100 13 ECON 420 
13 POL 228 

Writing Flag 29 44 MGMT 325 5 THAD 331 
5 SPAN 301 
5 SOC 377 

M/S or CA Flag 28 70 MCOM 300 4 SPAN 402 
4 GERM 403 

Oral Flag8 29 65 MCOM 405 7 BIOL 460 
7 ENG 402 
7 MTED 420 
7 SPAN 302 

 

The greatest variability is seen in the Contemporary Citizenship/Democratic Institutions 

category, but this data is skewed by the presence of MCOM 100, a “mega-course” regularly 

enrolling nearly 500 students per section.  The least variability is seen in the Mathematics 

category.  Several departments offer USP courses in large sections (defined here as 70+): Music, 

Philosophy, Mass Communication, Biology, Chemistry, Geology, Physical Education and 

Recreation, History, and Sociology.  The table below outlines average enrollment across courses 

and the maximum/minimum class enrollment for that category. 

    

Based on our review of average class size and enrollment in University Studies courses, we note 

the following: 

o Enrollment is tightly capped in sections of English 111 and CMST 191, thus 

prohibiting any significant variance in class size. 

o Low-enrollment courses can be located in every area requirement of the University 

Studies Program.  High-enrollment courses available in some areas of USP serve the 

                                                 
8 EDST 460-467 (Student Teaching) are not listed under Oral Flag courses. 
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function of supporting the availability of lower-enrollment courses in other areas 

where greater student-faculty contact is necessary. 

o The average class size across USP areas is kept at a reasonable number. 

o The University Studies Subcommittee remains concerned about class size and 

enrollment options in the Fine and Performing Arts and Critical Analysis 

categories, both of which require student performance (in the former, that they 

compose or perform artistic works; in the later, that they construct arguments).  

The student learning outcomes prescribed for these categories would seem to 

mitigate against large sections, though in some cases (such as Symphonic Wind 

Ensemble), enrollment data may be misleading.   

o A few flag courses enroll students in numbers greater than the design of the 

program intends.  The design of these courses is, as the PO&R document suggests, 

that their enrollment allow for them to promote the prescribed outcomes.  Large 

sections, for the most part, do not allow for the kinds of feedback, guidance and 

mentoring that the flag courses are designed to provide. 

 

As of this writing, then, the University Studies Program has been fully and completely 

implemented.  Its design and outcomes are publicly stated in its Program Overview and 

Requirements Document, and it is required of all students in all major programs at WSU.  Its 

faculty has designed and overseen the program since its inception and continues to do so.  

Courses have been approved through a process of rigorous peer review in sufficient number and 

range for students to graduate; policies and procedures and been approved to allow for 

occasional substitution and periodic review of approved courses; departments and programs 

have implemented flag offerings within their own majors and minors; and transfer polices and 

advising practices now govern students’ completion of the program.  We have also had 

sufficient time with the program to examine its implementation’s effects on retention and 

graduation.  As a result, we believe we are fulfilling the goals of our accrediting body’s 

“Statement on General Education”: 

 

Regardless of how a higher learning organization frames the general education necessary to fulfill its 

mission and goals, it clearly and publicly articulates the purposes, content, and intended learning 

outcomes of the general education it provides for its students. It also shows its commitment to the 
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centrality of general education by including an appropriate component of general education in all 

undergraduate programs of substantial length, whether they lead to certificates, diplomas, or degrees. 

Moreover, the organization's faculty exercises oversight for general education and, working with the 

administration, regularly assesses its effectiveness against the organization's stated goals for student 

learning.9 

 

With the University Studies Program having been fully implemented, we are left only with the 

last question of the program’s assessment: to what degree and to what extent are our students 

demonstrating their accomplishment of the program’s outcomes?  The following section details 

the University Studies Program Assessment Plan and its findings to date. 

 

                                                 
9 Higher Learning Commission, “Commission Statement on General Education,” 21 February 2003.  Available: 
http://www.ncahigherlearningcommission.org/. 
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Assessment of the University Studies Program 

 

 

 

 
Assessment of any academic programming can be, simultaneously, both a difficult and a 

rewarding undertaking.  And the greater the complexity of the educational undertaking, the 

greater the complexity of its assessment.  Even the assessment of what would appear on the 

surface to be a simple undertaking—for example, that of student writing in the Basic Skills—is 

one that requires deep knowledge of disciplinary practice and ethics, careful attention to local 

curriculum and pedagogy, sufficient resources for training and materials, considerable work 

hours spent in designing and implementing instruments, substantial “buy-in” among 

participants, and a means of reporting results that can lead to curricular and pedagogical 

improvement.  Yet at the same time, such an initiative is made easier by the fact that the 

assessment is limited to a single department’s sections of a single course: though the students 

enrolled may number 1,500 in a given year, the department’s faculty are bound to share a 

knowledge of disciplinary content and methodology as well as a vested interest in its results.   

 

Contrast such an effort with one designed to assess the entirety of a general education program.  

At WSU, University Studies engages all 42 academic departments and reaches through over 

500 courses to every single one of its over 7,500 students, each of whom completes at least 20 

separate electives at varying levels of complexity as they move through both the program.  

Given the range of students’ major programs, that of the faculty’s expertise, and the near-

infinite variety of curricular choice such a liberal education allows, no single “one-size-fits-all” 

measure can be adequately implemented to “assess” such a program, at least with any degree of 

certitude.   
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Yet at the same time we recognize that crucial to the success of any academic program is its 

ongoing assessment, and to this end, we have developed an assessment plan for University 

Studies that aims for the careful, deliberative, and ongoing review of its requirements and 

offerings.  Our plan outlines the principles underlying the mission of assessing University 

Studies; the resources available to support the mission; and a plan for its implementation and 

reporting procedures.  The University Studies Program Assessment Plan (USPAP) was 

developed and approved during the second full year of the program’s implementation, the 2003-

04 academic year, and implemented beginning in the fall of 2004.    

 

The assessment of University Studies is, we have noted, a complex undertaking, yet it is a 

design that will be, in accordance with the Higher Learning Commission’s recent “Statement 

on Assessment of Higher Learning,” one led by faculty, informed by our mission, and focused, 

ultimately, on improving student learning.   

 

The Commission appreciates that effective assessment can take a variety of forms and involve a variety 

of processes. However, faculty members, with meaningful input from students and strong support from 

the administration and governing board, should have the fundamental role in developing and sustaining 

systematic assessment of student learning. Their assessment strategy should be informed by the 

organization’s mission and include explicit public statements regarding the knowledge, skills, and 

competencies students should possess as a result of completing course and program requirements; it also 

should document the values, attitudes, and behaviors faculty expect students to have developed. 

Moreover, while strong assessment should provide data that satisfy any externally mandated 

accountability requirements, its effectiveness in improving student learning relies on its integration into 

the organization’s processes for program review, departmental and organization planning, and unit and 

organizational budgeting.  […  An] organization committed to understanding and improving the 

learning opportunities and environments it provides students will be able to document the relationship 

between assessment of and improvement in student learning.10  

 

 

                                                 
10 Higher Learning Commission,  “Commission Statement on the Assessment of Student Learning,” Feb. 21, 2003.  
Available: http://www.ncahigherlearningcommission.org/.  
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The USPAP (presented in full in Appendix C) was designed to articulate both a confirmation of 

the institution’s commitment to assessment and a plan for the collection, interpretation, and 

reporting of assessment data:    

 

Any academic assessment plan must protect the academic freedom of faculty, attend to concerns of data 

privacy, and articulate clear goals and methods. Winona State University’s “Position Statement on 

Academic Assessment Programs” is quite clear in maintaining that the purpose of academic assessment 

programs is to “support and improve student learning” and that assessment data “will not be used for 

faculty or staff evaluation and, in particular, will not be used in making retention, tenure, and 

promotion recommendations or decisions by supervisors or administrators”—a point which the North 

Central Association, along with other professional disciplinary organizations, confirms.11  

 

The primary goal of the USPAP is to articulate a means of collecting, interpreting, and making 

decisions based on data relevant to the University Studies Program in ways that will ultimately  

improve student learning in the program.  The design of the USPAP is one that focuses its 

primary efforts (collection, analysis, and reporting of data) on a cyclical plan that attends to 

each of the program’s requirements.  Each cycle includes two full years’ worth of concentrated 

attention.  In some instances, data collected during one full phase of the cycle (e.g. in the first 

year of Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing) may be used as baseline data for comparison 

with other data sets (e.g. in the Writing Flag).   

 

Concurrent with this scheduled, ongoing, and cyclical assessment, the University’s Office of 

Assessment and Institutional Research administers two related instruments, the Collegiate 

Assessment of Academic Progress (CAAP) and the Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA), 

both of which are designed to provide a more comprehensive evaluation of student learning.  

The aims and results of these measures are discussed in separate sections below. 

 

 
Data Collection, Analysis, and Management 
 
The University Studies Program Assessment Plan details the means by which data will be 

collected, analyzed, and managed.  Each USP Area (e.g. “Basic Skills: College Reading and 

                                                 
11 University Studies Program Assessment Plan, Appendix A; available www.winona.edu/usp.   
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Writing”) is assigned its own Faculty Assessment Committee, comprised of faculty from 

courses offered in the area, who are responsible for … 

 
• review and discussion of student learning outcomes in the area, 

• identification or development of mechanisms for data collection, 

• collection of data (using both direct and indirect measures) relevant to the outcomes, 

• analysis of the data, and 

• reporting the results of their efforts to the USS and to program area faculty. 

 

The chairperson of each committee is provided reassigned time in compensation for the task of 

leading the charge and drafting the final committee report.  So as to disperse the work of 

assessment across disciplinary boundaries and a reasonable timeframe, we have established a 

schedule for focusing USP assessment efforts on each area as indicated below: 

 
USP Area/Cycle Faculty Area Committees 
Basic Skills College Reading/Writing Oral Communication Mathematics Phys. Dev. & Wellness 
2004-06 (& 2008-10) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Arts & Sciences Core Humanities Social Science Natural Science Fine & Performing Arts 
2005-07 (& 2009-11) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Unity & Diversity Critical Analysis Science & Social Policy Glob./Multicult. Perspect. Citizenship/Democ. Inst. 
2006-08 (& 2010-12) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Flag Requirements Writing  Oral Communication Mathematics/Statistics Critical Analysis 
2007-09 (& 2011-13) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

 
 

We recognize the value of direct evidence of student learning obtained from course-embedded 

assignments, even as we acknowledge that such may not be available (or assessable) in every 

instance.  With each of these separate undertakings, the committees’ collection of data may 

include … 

 
• authentic artifacts culled from classroom activities, 

• artifacts created specifically for assessment purposes, 

• standardized exams or activities (e.g. the ACT Assessment of English Writing), and/or 

• instructor-specific exams or activities. 

 
The USPAP further advises that while committees may choose to analyze any kind of artifacts 

(from brochures to memoranda to performance) relevant to the area, they should nonetheless 
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note that the traits of the artifact being assessed must remain constant.  With the committees 

formed and assigned to date (as of this writing, those for the Basic Skills and the Arts and 

Science Core), the University Studies Director and Director of Assessment and Institutional 

Research have provided orientation sessions, materials, and consultation to help ensure 

consistency and reliability in data assessment.   

 

Last, each of the committees is assigned the task of delivering a report at the conclusion of each 

two-year cycle, which is expected to address the following: 

 

• a synopsis of improvements or actions implemented based on previous assessments (if 

any); 

• the number and percentage of students involved; 

• a description of the process of data collection and analysis; 

• results of the current-year assessment; and 

• suggestions for improvement or action based on the results. 

 
Our plan is designed with the advice of the Association of American Colleges and Universities’ 

“Ten Tips for Better Assessment.”12  The design of this program of assessment is one that 

divides the labor yet shares the responsibility; that makes assessment ongoing and cyclical; and 

that will ultimately “tell the whole story”—or as much thereof as we can learn in our efforts.  

Furthermore, we have advised our faculty area committees to prioritize their tasks, to look for 

evidence of learning, to focus on improving the quality of learning, to build on what is already 

occurring, and—especially as regards each of their own separate efforts to assess student 

learning in a given USP area—to “not let the perfect be the enemy of the good.”   

 
 
Reporting and Feedback Mechanism 
 
Each assessment committee’s final report is delivered, upon completion, to the University 

Studies Subcommittee and Director, with electronic copies to faculty teaching in the area of the 

USP.  The University Studies Director then, upon final receipt of each area report, compiles a 

                                                 
12 Andrea Leskes and Barbara D. Wright, The Art and Science of Assessing General Education Outcomes.  Washington, DC: 
AAC&U, 2005.  pp. 21-25. 
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biennial report on USP assessment efforts to be forwarded to A2C2, Faculty Senate, and 

Administration, and, as appropriate, to other constituencies or interested parties. 

 

Each of these reports, beginning with the first set due June 1, 2006, will be posted on the USP 

website for any interested party to review.  (The reports from the Basic Skills area committees 

are further included as appendices D.1-D.4 to this report.)  Upon its receipt, the University 

Studies Subcommittee will review and discuss each report, making (if necessary) curricular or 

other recommendations as appropriate.  Furthermore, the “expiration date” of courses approved 

for each area follows by approximately one and one-half years the receipt of each area report; 

these reports will assist departments as they apply for the renewal of USP approval for each of 

their courses. 

 

This mechanism for reporting and feedback is designed to provide all stakeholders with a 

means by which our assessment efforts can be used towards their ultimate goal: improving 

student learning in the program.  In the assessment of University Studies, both direct and 

indirect indicators of student learning are reviewed, as discussed below. 

 

Direct Indicators of Student Learning 
 

Faculty (USP) Area Committees 

 
Eight committees have been formed to date (four each from the Basic Skills and Arts and 

Science Core areas).  Committees assessing the Basic Skills areas of University Studies have 

been at work since October of 2004, and have submitted multiple reports and updates on their 

progress.  The first set of formal reports from these committees are due June 1, 2006.  These 

reports will included as appendices D.1-D.4 in the final version of this report; they will also be 

discussed and reviewed in USS meetings, forwarded to chairpersons and teaching faculty in 

each respective area, and considered as the Basic Skills courses come up for renewal in 2007. 

 

We expect that these committee reports, which will examine enrollment patterns and course-

embedded assessments, will provide a detailed analysis of student learning in each relevant 

area.   
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Collegiate Assessment of Academic Progress (CAAP) 

 
To date, the University Studies Subcommittee has reviewed seven years of data from the 

University’s administration of the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Progress.  The CAAP is 

designed for students who have completed 45-70 credits, and so students who take the test are, 

as a rule, either second-semester sophomores or first-semester juniors. At WSU, about a third 

of eligible students take the test on Assessment Day.   

 

In each of the five modules administered—Writing, Critical Thinking, Mathematics, Scientific 

Reasoning, and  Reading—WSU students taking the tests performed slightly better than 

students whose scores constitute the national average.  (The only exception to the foregoing is 

the 2002 WSU Reading score, which was very slightly below the national average.)  

 

Nevertheless, in all five areas, the 1998 percentiles were greater than the 2004 percentiles.13  Yet 

in all cases, the aforementioned difference is less than two percentile points, and in Writing 

and Math, the difference is statistically negligible.  More noteworthy is the pattern of decline, 

relative to national scores, in the category of Reading.  

 

Writing  Math  Reading 
  National Winona    National Winona    National Winona 
2004 64.5 66.2  2004 58.1 59.5  2004 62.6 62.7 
2003 64.5 65.6  2003 58.3 59.8  2003 62.9 63.3 
2002 64.5 65.2  2002 58.5 59.9  2002 62.9 62.7 
2001 64.3 65.7  2001 58.4 60.1  2001 62.9 64.5 
2000 64.3 65.6  2000 58.1 58.9  1999 62.9 64.8 
1999 64.3 64.8  1999 57.9 58.4  1998 62.9 64.7 
1998 64.4 66.2  1998 57.9 59.8     

            
Critical Thinking  Scientific Reasoning     

  National Winona    National Winona     
2004 62.1 64.2  2004 61.1 63     
2003 62.2 63.5  2003 61.1 61.9     
2002 62.4 63.6  2002 61.1 62.7     
2001 62.4 64.5  2001 61 62.6     
1999 62.3 64.2  1999 60.7 62.2     
1998 62.6 65.9  1998 60.6 63.2     

                                                 
13 CAAP Results provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 11/05.  No data exists for 
Reading, Critical Thinking, and Scientific Reasoning Modules for 2000.   
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A more detailed look at WSU scores compared to national averages reveals the following: 

 
o Writing: No pattern vis-à-vis the national average is readily apparent unless 

one characterizes the pattern as decline, increase, decline, and increase—yet all 
within a range of 1.3 percentile points. 

 
o Math: The only pattern that may be said to emerge vis-à-vis the national 

average is one of decline, increase, and very slight decline holding steady—yet 
all within 1.2 percentile points.  

 
o Critical Thinking: If there is a pattern here, it is one of slight decline in 

performance over the national average—yet all within 2.1 percentile points.  
 
o Scientific Reasoning: The pattern is one of slight decline until 2004, when 

WSU scores crept back to within 0.7 percentile points of the 1998 margin 
above national scores—yet all of this has occurred within the narrow range of 
1.8 percentile points. 

 
o Reading:  The WSU scores’ edge over national averages in this area have 

dropped from 1998-1999.  The decline is very little to 2001, but then more 
dramatic to 2002, a year in which the WSU scores were below the national 
average. In 2003 and 2004, only an iota of improvement has occurred in this 
regard. Though the WSU scores for these years were not below the national 
average, they were only negligibly above it. The pattern that emerges is one of 
slight decline.  

 

Viewing the WSU scores without reference to the average national scores offers a different 

perspective on the data, but the conclusions to be drawn in this regard run parallel to those 

summarized above. In other words, the data for all five areas reflects no dramatic shifts. Indeed, 

in Writing, Math, and Science Reasoning, the 1998 and the 2004 scores are virtually the same, 

and the variation in others are negligible.  A more detailed look at WSU scores in reference to 

WSU scores of other years reveals the following: 

 
o Writing: After a slight dip in 1999 (and despite another in 2002), the WSU 

scores overall rose slowly: the 2004 score is the same as that of 1998. 
 

o Math: The WSU scores dipped slightly in 1999 and 2000, peaked in 2001, but 
have otherwise remained fairly consistent.  

 
o Scientific Reasoning: After 1998, the WSU scores show a slight decline, then a 

slight improvement, then another slight drop, and then in 2004 a small jump 
up to within 0.2 percentile points of the 1998 score. 
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o Critical Thinking: The WSU scores fell slightly in 1999 and 2001, and slightly 
more in 2002 and 2003, but 2004 shows a small increase: the 2004 score is the 
same as that of 1999; both of these years’ scores, though, are below that of 1998. 

 
o Reading: In this area, a trend does suggest itself.  The WSU scores from 1998-

2001 vary little from one another, and they together contrast rather favorably 
with the scores of 2002-2004. Even as the 2003 scores show a slight increase 
from 2002, the scores for 2002 and 2004 represent a decline of 2 percentile 
points from 1998 (2.1 from 1999). 

 

If one were to use these tests as a direct indicator of WSU students’ proficiency in these five 

areas of general education, one would likely conclude that relative to the national average, 

WSU students are doing as well as or slightly better than students across the nation who 

are taking the test.   

 

One would also probably conclude that WSU students’ general-education aptitude 

(insofar as these tests register this aptitude) has held fairly steady over the past seven 

years.  

 

However, the patterns that are perhaps discernible in this data occur in such narrow ranges 

that these patterns may not, after all, be patterns: rather, they may instead be a set of merely 

minor fluctuations stemming from variables beyond the scope of subjects connected to WSU’s 

(prior) general education or (new) University Studies Programs. 

 

The five CAAP test modules that WSU administers correspond only partly to USP 

requirements.  The most correlative categories are arguably Writing and Critical Thinking: we 

have the Basic Skills: College Reading & Writing and two Writing Flags in USP, and we have a 

Critical Analysis category and a Critical Analysis Flag in USP.  Although English 111 does 

address college-level reading skills, the objectives of the course pertain greatly to writing; we 

have no other USP category and no USP flag for reading (presumably because students read a 

lot in all classes).  The CAAP Reading module, then, tests for a skill that USP does not officially 

include, aside from the inclusion of reading skills in English 111.  As regards the CAAP Math 

module, it does correlate to the USP basic-skills requirement in Math, but that is the only 

correspondence.  And as regards Scientific Reasoning, the USP does require two science 
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courses, but whether enough CAAP-criterion students have indeed completed these courses by 

the time that they take the CAAP is open to question.  

 

When and at what pace the USP replaced the former general-education program also raises 

certain questions regarding the WSU CAAP data.  Students who entered WSU under the new 

USP would not have had the opportunity to take the CAAP until Spring 2003, and students 

who entered in the second year of USP’s inception would not have had the opportunity to take 

the CAAP until Spring 2004—the last testing for which CAAP scores are complete.  As a result, 

the most recent WSU CAAP data available to USS represents two groups of students whose 

first years concurred with the first years of the USP.  Since these first couple of years, USP has 

approved many different courses as ones that satisfy either a USP category or flag.  One might 

well say, therefore, that CAAP data since the inauguration of USP must be understood in light 

of the fact that USP had only just begun and, it follows, had not yet reached maturity.  

 

Of course, when the CAAP was implemented, one could legitimately assume that eligible 

students—those having completed 45-70 hours—had completed general education.  (The old 

program was a simple 45-hour requirement, sans prerequisites or integration with a major.)  Yet 

the USP does not encourage students to complete its core requirements prior to undertaking a 

major, and in many cases and instances, USP is designed to complement major programs: a 

student may complete three of four Unity and Diversity requirements, and all of the flag 

requirements, in his or her home department.  The assumption that a student who has 

completed 45 credits has completed general education is, given the design of the new program, 

less warranted than it had been, though still an important distinction to be made in the 

examination’s administration. 

 

Just why USP was instituted should also be considered when one approaches the WSU CAAP 

data and attempts to discern any patterns from 1998 to 2004.  The University Studies Program 

was designed to replace the prior general education program for reasons that have little to do 

with WSU students’ performance on CAAP tests or their proficiency in general-education 

areas.  The USP was developed to remedy certain problems and enhance students’ learning 

experiences in certain ways that address a scope of concerns much broader than whether or not 

WSU students fare well on standardized general-education tests.  
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This concern regarding the viability of a standardized test is one that is under discussion 

nationwide: 

 

Given the new emphasis on standardized testing in the schools, many observers are asking whether such 

testing should now become the gold standard for quality assessment in higher education.  On 

educational grounds, AAC&U has taken a stand against the view that standardized tests are the best 

way to assess students’ learning gains and level of accomplishment over their several years of college.14   

 

The AAC&U’s position allows that such tests may be helpful as a supplement to, but not a 

replacement for, curriculum-embedded assessments.  The best evidence of students’ level of 

achievement on liberal education outcomes, they note, will come “from assessment of students 

authentic and complex performance of their most advanced studies.”  Yet they note that 

standardized testing has, at best, a supplementary role in the assessment of student learning, 

one that may be helpful in determining readiness for college work or comparing local results 

against national norms. 

 

Since the administration of the CAAP was implemented for reasons that are only tangentially 

related to the design of the USP, and since the instrument itself correlates only incidentally 

with the requirements of the USP, we can conclude that the instrument has not yet served the 

purpose of assessing University Studies well enough to continue its administration for that 

purpose alone.  (We note, however, that it may provide more fruitful data in the years to come, 

and that its continued administration may well serve other purposes of value to the 

institution.)  The subcommittee is exploring the possibility of other standardized exams that 

might play a functional supplemental role in USP assessment, but has come primarily to 

recognize that any such instrument will be of limited value.  After seven years of 

implementation of the CAAP, we have learned that our student test-takers perform about as 

well as, and often slightly better than, their peers nationwide on that instrument.15  But at the 

                                                 
14 Association of American Colleges and Universities, Liberal Education Outcomes: A Preliminary Report on Student 
Achievement in College.  Washington, DC: AAC&U, 2005.  p. 10. 
15 Data from the 2006 implementation of the CAAP exam was made available just as this portion of the report was 
completed.  Initial review of those results suggests that the 2006 performance on all modules was lower, slightly (by 
one-tenth to eight-tenths of a percentile range), and within the range of fluctuation seen both in the 1998-2004 
results and following slight deviations in national norms. 
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same time, these results do not lead towards the ultimate goal of assessment: improving 

student learning. 

 

Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) 

 

In the fall of 2005, WSU undertook participation in the Council for Aid to Education’s 

Collegiate Learning Assessment, sponsored by the Lumina Foundation, with a sample of first-

year students from selected orientation sections participating in the initial round of 

assessment.  Then, in the spring semester of 2006, randomly selected seniors were invited to 

complete the assessment; participating students were paid for their efforts.   

 

The Collegiate Learning Assessment, according to the Lumina foundation … 

 

begins with conceptions of collegiate quality that are based on improvements in student learning, with 

three key elements serving as the project’s foundation: the institution, value added, and campus 

comparisons. 

 

Institution: The CLA uses the institution (rather than the individual student) as the primary unit of 

analysis. This means that the focus is on how the institution as a whole contributes to student 

development. Therefore, the CLA does not present another high-stakes test for individual students, but 

rather it aggregates the information to better understand the institution’s role in promoting learning. 

 

Value Added:  The CLA focuses on the value added provided by colleges and universities. When 

institutional quality is based solely on the students’ scores on entrance examinations, there is no way to 

know what was learned after they matriculated; again, when student ability is only measured upon 

graduation, there is no way to determine the students’ relative growth without knowing their starting 

point. It is only by comparing what students know when they start college with what they know when 

they finish that it is possible to assess the learning that actually occurred while in college. 

 

Comparisons:  This approach also allows for inter-institutional comparisons of overall value added. 
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CLA results can be combined with institutional data to determine factors that promote student 

learning and growth.16 

 

As of this writing, results from the Fall 2005 examination of first-year students had just been 

received from the Council for Aid to Education.  The results place our students at the range of 

“the same as what would be expected given (1) their SAT scores and (2) the general 

relationship between CLA and SAT scores at other institutions.”17  As the CLA is intended as a 

longitudinal study, however, and one we have only very recently initiated, we will need to see 

patterns of data emerge from the instrument before taking any action based on the results 

provided.  Further, we are at present uncertain of either the value or the future of the CLA on 

campus, especially as regards the assessment of University Studies.  It may well be, of course, 

that we learn from its findings information that could be potentially relevant to our assessment 

of University Studies.  At the same time, the instrument itself—as well as students’ motivations 

for completing it successfully—is one that will need to be examined closely.  Most of the 

literature on the assessment of writing, for instance, cautions against making inferences based 

on works composed in single settings or short periods of time (a condition our own local 

assessment of writing has foregone), preferring instead either multiple measures or embedded 

assessments produced over a period of time.  Whether or not the CLA will be able to provide us 

with reliable, purposeful data regarding our students’ writing abilities—or their critical 

thinking or analytical reasoning abilities (the others measured by the test)—remains to be 

seen. 

 

The direct indicators of student learning likely to provide the greatest detail of insight into our 

students’ learning are likely to be those examined and reviewed by the Faculty Area 

Committees working on specific USP area requirements under the auspices of the USP 

Assessment Plan.  The value of direct indicators such as the CAAP and CLA , both intended to 

provide more summative assessments of student learning related to liberal education outcomes, 

remains for now uncertain. 

 

                                                 
16 Council for Aid to Education, “About the CLA (Collegiate Learning Assessment) Project.”  Available: www.cae.org.  
17 Council for Aid to Education, Collegiate Learning Assessment: Interim Institutional Report for Winona State University, p.8. 
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Indirect Indicators of Student Learning 
 
 

While indirect indicators of student learning are likely to surface as a result of the Faculty Area 

Committees working to assess the various USP requirements, our Office of Assessment and 

Institutional Research has traditionally administered surveys to our students with items 

addressing their general education experience at WSU. 

 

Among the many surveys and other assessment instruments administered, along with the 

CAAP and the CLA on Assessment Day, is a set of questions regarding the development of skills 

and the quality of instruction.  These questions further ask students to compare their 

perspectives on skill development and instructional quality between their selected major and 

their general education experience, as the tables below indicate.  The number and percentage of 

responses indicated as those presented as “Significant”: the strongest response available to 

students in the four-item scale (students respond as “Slight”; “Insignificant”; “Moderate”; or 

“Significant). 

 

While the survey questions can be used to consider a wide range of programming, well beyond 

the scope of University Studies, they do provide insight into students’ perceptions of their 

learning, especially as regards the Basic Skills area of the program.  These indirect indicators of 

student learning are not intended to suffice as evidence themselves of “what our students 

know,” but merely instead a reflection of their professed knowledge and abilities.   

 

The general information collected from students on Assessment Day via the survey 

questionnaires is self-reported and, as such, is approached for the purposes of this report from a 

qualitative perspective rather than a strict quantitative perspective.  We have chosen to focus 

on those indicators most directly relevant to Basic Skills coursework.  Seven of the 25 responses 

in the “General Education” section showed a “trend up” from 2001 through 2005 (see below18).  

Three of those responses directly relate to University Studies Basic Skills coursework: 1) 

College Reading and Writing; 2) Oral Communication; or 3) Mathematics and Statistics. 

 

                                                 
18 Data provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 11/05. 
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An additional three responses were identified as skills that should result from the USP Basic 

Skills courses.  The data demonstrated an overall trend up with a “dip” in either year 2002 or 

2003.  This data would suggest that the student’s perception of his/her abilities with respect to 

a number of basic skill indicators has increased over time. 

 
Students’ Perceptions of Skill Development: General Education 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total 

Data Provided by WSU 
Assessment Office Students Reporting “Significant” (Highest of 5 Choices) Development of Skill 

Number 
Responding Percentage N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Writing skills 108 26.3 165 26.7 209 26.9 265 27.7 276 32.1 1023 28.3 
Presentational skills 118 28.8 187 30.3 260 33.4 350 36.6 340 39.6 1255 34.7 
Math and statistical 
reasoning 61 14.9 90 14.6 155 19.9 200 20.9 188 21.9 694 19.2 
Draw conclusion from 
weighing facts 96 23.4 175 28.4 218 28.0 285 29.8 283 32.9 1057 29.2 
Scientific knowledge and 
skills 76 18.5 141 22.9 189 24.3 241 25.2 254 29.6 901 24.9 
Computer and info. tech 
skills 91 22.2 138 22.4 198 25.4 268 28.0 283 32.9 978 27.0 
Keep an open mind to new 
ideas 108 26.3 182 29.5 264 33.9 331 34.6 312 36.3 1197 33.1 
Locate, review, organize 
info 97 23.7 217 35.2 253 32.5 326 34.1 329 38.3 1222 33.7 

Think and reason creatively 
107 26.1 189 30.6 217 27.9 321 33.5 296 34.5 1130 31.2 

Critical listening skills 89 21.7 120 19.4 201 25.8 260 27.2 262 30.5 932 25.7 
 

 

Since a major goal of University Studies is to reinforce the Basic Skills of writing, speaking, 

analysis, and mathematics in upper-division coursework, the same ten responses provided by 

students in the major were examined in the table below.  The student population responding to 

this portion of the survey was at a different classification level than that of the students 

responding to the general education survey, and it is not possible from this data to determine 

when the students responding to the “Major” survey actually had completed the USP 

requirements.  Nonetheless, we did observe upward and downward movement in the data 

provided by the majors that was not present in the data provided by the students in the general 

education survey: this movement was, interestingly, a feature of all ten of the responses.  This 

movement may simply be attributable to variation within the data and ultimately may not 
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indicate any type of result which could be validated.  However, emerging patterns may provide 

insight into future data collection preferences. 

 
 

Students’ Perceptions of Skill Development: Major 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total 

Data Provided by WSU 
Assessment Office Students Reporting “Significant” (Highest of 5 Choices) Development of Skill 

Number 
Responding Percentage N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Q1 Writing skills 34 26.8 58 28.9 88 32.1 116 30.1 110 34.2 406 31.0 
Q2 Presentational skills 50 39.4 87 43.3 135 49.3 152 39.4 143 44.4 567 43.3 
Q3 Math and statistical 
reasoning 25 19.7 44 21.9 65 23.7 66 17.1 74 23.0 274 20.9 
Q4 Draw conclusion from 
weighing facts 59 46.5 85 42.3 134 48.9 138 35.8 124 38.5 540 41.2 
Q5 Scientific knowledge and 
skills 33 26.0 66 32.8 94 34.3 95 24.6 97 30.1 385 29.4 
Q6 Computer and info. tech 
skills 41 32.3 60 29.9 85 31.0 94 24.4 92 28.6 372 28.4 
Q7 Keep an open mind to 
new ideas 42 33.1 96 47.8 126 46.0 151 39.1 137 42.5 552 42.1 
Q8 Locate, review, organize 
info 74 58.3 105 52.2 154 56.2 163 42.2 153 47.5 649 49.5 
Q9 Think and reason 
creatively 50 39.4 97 48.3 145 52.9 162 42.0 142 44.1 596 45.5 
Q10 Critical listening skills 32 25.2 81 40.3 109 39.8 121 31.3 127 39.4 470 35.9 

 

 

In an effort to unveil any possible trend the response percentages (Q1-Q10) were graphed as a 

function of year reported (see chart below).  Interestingly, all responses have the same general 

shape over time.  This is the type of curve one might expect if a system is trying to come to an 

“equilibrium” state.  The integration of the basic skill components into the major courses is a 

difficult and complicated process.  Restructuring curriculum in new and semi-consistent ways 

to provide students across the entire university the opportunity to have strong, coordinated 

educational experiences is an undertaking of significant scope, and one might reasonably 

surmise that the curve indicates a period of adjustment to the implementation of USP 

requirements in both the Basic Skills and the Flag courses intended to reinforce them. 
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Pattern of All “Significant” Survey Module Responses 

Student Responses 2001-2005
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The ten questions examined may be grouped into two categories: Group 1 (Q1 Writing skills, 

Q3 Math and statistical reasoning, Q5 Scientific knowledge and skills, Q6 Computer and 

information technology skills); and Group 2 (Q2 Presentational skills, Q4 Draw conclusion 

from weighing facts, Q7 Keep an open mind to new ideas, Q8 Locate, review, organize 

information, Q9 Think and reason creatively, Q10 Critical listening skills).   

 

Our analysis of Group 1 may indicate that two of the basic skills (Writing Skills and Math and 

statistical reasoning) are not being as explicitly integrated into the major’s curriculum from the 

student’s perspective as was envisioned by the University Studies Program.  This question is 

one we will continue as the Faculty Area Committees report on these areas in the near future.  

On the other hand, our analysis of Group 2 may indicate students are reporting greater 

confidence to express their thinking and increased presentational skills.  One question that 

comes to mind immediately is: What is the substantive level of this new willingness to talk 

relative to the content?  More importantly, is such confidence a function of the Basics Skills 
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courses, one of the Flag courses, of both, or of other causes?  Such concerns may be ultimately 

unresolvable but nonetheless provide one of the key questions for our ongoing assessment of 

University Studies and its integration with the majors. 

 

With respect to the data at hand, although there appears to be an overall downward trend 

initially, the data for the next two to three cycles might determine if this “pattern” continues or 

if it is revealed instead simply as “background noise” in the data.  In addition, it may be 

important to major programs to understand what factors may be influencing their majors’ 

perceptions of their skills development.  For example why was there the relative increase in 

2003 or the decrease in 2004?  What factors could have contributed to these shifts?  Why are 

students feeling more confident in expressing their thinking, but less confident in what they 

have to say or what they write?   

 

As we conclude our short review of the indirect evidence of student learning in University 

Studies, we observe the potential of this data to affirm—or complicate—our findings from the 

Faculty Area Committees and other direct indicators of student learning.  Its value lies 

primarily in its ability to supplement other, more direct evidence, of student learning, rather 

than as data that demonstrates by itself the quality or extent of such.  Future assessment will 

need to address the fact that these surveys do not provide any points of comparison with other 

institutions or national trends, such as those indicated by the National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE).   

 

A second concern is that the local survey design aims to contrast “general education” with the 

major, a point of contrast that may be unnecessary.  Our model of liberal education (like that 

promoted by the AAC&U’s LEAP initiative) requires both of the baccalaureate degree and aims 

to integrate, at least to some extent, one with the other.  As such, direct comparisons between 

the two, given the overlap of requirements and the design of the program, may foster a notion of 

competing interests rather than one of coordinated efforts.  Still, there exist patterns of data 

that suggest areas of concern: for instance, a number of indicators relative to the quality of 

instruction pale for general education in comparison to that of the major.  And a consistent 

disparity in the study habits between male and female students in general education courses 

has been observed as well.  As we continue our ongoing assessment of the program, it will be 
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our task to examine more closely the results of the surveys, to re-examine their design, and to 

consider potential alternatives.   

 
 
Evidence of Implementation of the Plan 
 
As evidence of the implementation of our assessment plan for University Studies, we list the 

following accomplishments: 

 

 USPAP approved and implemented, 2003-04. 

 CAAP administered, 1998-. 

 USPAP faculty area committees formed for Basic Skills, 2004-. 

 Basic Skills assessment underway with progress reports, 2004-. 

 CLA administered, 2005-. 

 USPAP faculty area committees formed for Arts & Science Core, 2005-. 

 USS review of AIR data on CAAP, CLA, availability, retention, and other indirect 

data, 2005-. 

 Compilation of this report, 2006. 

 Receipt of Basic Skills reports, (scheduled for June) 2006. 

 

We recognize that assessment of general education is an ongoing, complex, and important 

undertaking, and with that in mind, we foresee the following as the next steps in our 

continued assessment of University Studies: 

 

 Review and discussion of Basic Skills reports, 2006-. 

 Expiration and renewal of Basic Skills courses, 2007. 

 Arts & Science Core assessment underway, 2006-. 

 Receipt of Arts & Science Core reports, 2007. 

 Expiration and renewal of Arts & Science Core courses, 2008. 

 Continued review of AIR instruments and data, 2006-. 

 USPAP faculty area committees formed for Unity & Diversity area, 2007-. 
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Beyond these most immediate and required goals for our continued assessment of the 

University Studies Program, though, we intend also to review and monitor the sources of data 

we describe above, in particular, our AIR surveys of students, the CAAP exam, and the 

Collegiate Learning Assessment.  None of these has been instituted at the behest of the 

University Studies Subcommittee, integrated within its original design, nor, to our thinking, 

wholly purposeful as a measure of our students’ learning within the program.  As we have 

reviewed the data from each in preparation of this report, we have begun to question both the 

efficacy of the data culled and the investment of resources they require of our institution.  It 

may well be the case that at best, each instrument can answer only a part of the question “How 

well do our students learn?”  As we begin and continue to receive reports from Faculty Area 

Committees examining each of the area requirements in University Studies, it will be to our 

advantage to examine the inter-relationships between the data and conclusions of these reports 

and those of the other instruments we employ. 
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Conclusion: Ongoing and Planned USP Activities and Assessment 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

As we conclude this report, we note, first, the number of demonstrated improvements made, 

based on available evidence, in the design and implementation of the program; second, the 

schedule and purpose of ongoing assessment of the program; and third, recently proposed 

and/or implemented new innovations in the delivery of the program. 

 

 
Demonstrated Improvements 

 

After review of the available data, both from the years immediately prior to and those 

concurrent with the implementation of the University Studies Program, we are confident that 

the new program features numerous improvements over its predecessor. 

 

The design of the program itself is intended to … 

 
• parallel national trends and initiatives in liberal education outcomes; 

• articulate student learning outcomes both for the program and for each of its 
requirements; 

• provide both traditional disciplinary knowledge and contemporary thematic 
electives; 

• encourage depth of study as well as breadth; 

• include numerous opportunities for advanced learning; 
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• integrate basic skills with a major field of study; 

• require a rigorous proposal and review process for all included courses; 

• include both a cyclical plan for assessing student learning and a renewal process 
based on the results of that plan; 

• provide continuity in leadership and oversight; 

• and coordinate purposefully with the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum. 

 
 

We note also that every one of these improvements was implemented, as detailed in Section III 

of this report, without jeopardizing retention or graduation rates, course availability, student 

performance on available assessment instruments, or basic skills completion rates.  (Indeed, 

much of the available data suggest that the implementation coincided with slight gains in these 

areas.)  Redesigning a program whose scope includes every department, nearly all faculty, a vast 

number of administrative and student support staff, and—most importantly—every WSU 

student is no simple undertaking, and the university community deserves credit for the 

successful redesign and implementation of the new curriculum.   

 

The results of our Faculty Area Committees dedicated to assessing each of the course and flag 

requirements are not scheduled to provide results until later this year (beginning in June of 

2006).  As a result, we cannot yet point to curricular or pedagogical improvements based 

exclusively on this particular avenue of assessment.  Yet we eagerly await the receipt of these 

reports and anticipate the potential improvements they predict.  And we nonetheless observe 

some substantial improvements based on other data. 

 

Foremost among these improvements has been the proposal and offering of new electives 

designed explicitly to foster the outcomes of the University Studies Program.  To name but a 

few, Mass Communication 115, Photography Appreciation; English 211, Writing in 

Communities; Chemistry 190, Forensic Chemistry; Biology 109, Microbes and Society; and 

Communication Studies 291, Topics in Multicultural Communication, are all new courses 

designed for inclusion in the categories of Fine and Performing Arts, Contemporary 

Citizenship, Critical Analysis, Science and Social Policy, and Multicultural Perspectives, 
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respectively.  We recognize and appreciate the willingness of the faculty to develop courses 

that have become, in these and many other instances, integral to the program. 

 

Also among the improvements has been the substantial increase in the availability and 

completion of Basic Skills courses.  We noted in Section III the considerable problem faced by 

WSU in the late 1990s, when far fewer students than today could complete these requirements 

in their first year.  We also noted the remarkable progress in providing necessary seats and 

sections in this area so that students could complete the requirements as the program intends: 

by the end of the first year, most ideally, and certainly prerequisite to their upper-division 

electives carrying the University Studies flag designation. 

 
 
 
Ongoing Assessment 

 

As noted in Section IV, the design of the USP Assessment Plan features the ongoing and cyclical 

assessment of each of the Program’s requirements.  We begin the review of Faculty Area 

Committee reports this coming fall semester, following the receipt of reports from the Basic 

Skills areas of College Reading and Writing, Oral Communication, Mathematics, and Physical 

Development and Wellness.  Reports from committees assessing the Arts and Science Core, 

Unity and Diversity, and Flag course offerings follow in each subsequent year. 

 

Based on our review of the data collected from institutional surveys of student engagement and 

measures of academic progress, the University Studies Subcommittee has begun the task of 

determining which kinds of other measures might best provide supplemental data for the 

ongoing assessment of the program.  At best, our data from the Collegiate Assessment of 

Academic Progress, for instance, indicate only the degree of success our students achieve on 

that particular instrument itself, and not the degree of success demonstrated with the USP’s 

student learning outcomes.  The USS is undertaking the review of measures that might provide 

better indications of our students’ learning and engagement. 
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Innovations in Delivery 
 
Last, we note that Winona State has in the last three years been engaged in a campus-wide 

initiative to reconsider our established practices, research new paradigms in teaching and 

learning, and develop new programming that will engage ourselves and our students as 

partners in a shared enterprise.  This initiative—known first as the “New University,” then as 

the “Winona Experience,” and now as “Learning in the 21st Century”19—has resulted in a 

number of innovative programs that have the potential to further enhance student learning in 

the University Studies Program. 

 

The First-Year Experience features a pilot redesigning the introductory Orientation 100 

course, Introduction to Higher Education, as a three-credit interdisciplinary seminar to be 

offered for University Studies credit.  Concurrent with national trends in first-year 

programming, the pilot version of the new seminar will continue to provide the transitional 

programming of OR 100 but also aim to integrate students within the fabric and the discourse 

of university life.  The First-Year Experience also has brought faculty to work with orientation 

leaders, advisors, staff, administrators, and others to focus on improving the quality of 

experience for all of our incoming students. 

 

The Common Book Pilot Program, currently in its first year and aligned with the First-Year 

Experience, provides incoming students with a shared substantive intellectual experience.  In 

the initial year of the pilot, over 1,000 students read the current selection in a first-year course 

(primarily English 111, Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing) and attended related 

programming.   The initiative will continue to be piloted for a second year, with the goal of 

greater adoption in a wider variety of University Studies courses and stronger connections to 

other interdisciplinary and extracurricular programming. 

 

Third, a number of service-learning, travel-study, study-abroad, and experiential learning 

initiatives have developed under the Learning in the 21st Century aegis.  These initiatives 

number too many to mention in detail, but a host of them are aligned with University Studies 

requirements and outcomes.  Whether undertaking service projects in the local community, 

                                                 
19 http://www.winona.edu/21stcentury/.  



60 

 

exploring the terrain, history, and peoples of the Northern Great Plains, studying commerce or 

culture in Australia, or examining the works to be performed at the summer’s Great River 

Shakespeare Festival, WSU students involved in these activities do so largely in courses 

approved for inclusion in the University Studies Program.  Additionally, recent L21 funding has 

been approved for the development of interdisciplinary coursework fostering the integration of 

the arts and sciences. 

 

Last, the Residential College offers two initiatives directly involving University Studies 

coursework and is in the process of developing a third.  The Residential College offers the 

university’s Learning Communities programming, grouping and connecting USP courses with 

shared thematic foci on such topics as “The River” and “Gender and Culture.”  Secondly, a 

recently proposed series of “Alex (Bud) Yard Courses” will provide students and faculty in 

designated USP courses a budget to address the needs of the community or explore a timely 

topic in an unusual way.   Last, and in development, the Residential Scholars Program is 

designed to develop scholars-in-residence through a multi-year program focusing on civic 

participation, community engagement, and student-faculty research.  Featuring an integrated 

curriculum with strong connections to the community, it provides a unique learning 

environment with a permeable class structure and schedule.  The curriculum of the program 

will be designed to satisfy several University Studies objectives. 

 

These new innovations, most of which will be offered within the existing structure of the 

University Studies Program, bode well for its future.  The program as designed allows both the 

desired range of electives for novice students and the focused, experiential, and connected 

programming its more innovative initiatives provide allow.  With its design and 

implementation complete and its assessment underway, we look forward to the future, both in 

the ongoing review of assessment data and in the further development of the innovations listed 

immediately above.  Each of these aims to foster continuity, coherence, engagement, and 

success in our students’ achievement of liberal education outcomes, and we eagerly await the 

results of our efforts. 



Instructor:  _______________ 
Section #:  ______ 
□  Informative Speech Assessment 
□  Persuasive Speech Assessment 

CMST 191 Public Speaking Assessment Form for Informative and Persuasive Speeches 

Instructions:  Indicate whether or not reasonable standards of competence were met in the areas of delivery and  organization.  Circle R if the student met reasonable standards of 
competency.  Circle E if the student excelled, demonstrating competency at the “WOW” level.  Circle U if the student did not meet reasonable standards of competence.  Circle the code 
number or numbers that best describe the nature of the deficiency or deficiencies if the U is marked.  More than one number may be circled. 

E  =   Exemplary (WOW!) 
R  =   Meets Reasonable Standards 
U  =   Below Reasonable Standards 

DELIVERY PROBLEMS:  CODES  ORGANIZATION PROBLEMS:  CODES 
1   =  General lack of eye contact.  Speech essentially read. 
2  =   Spotty eye contact.  Fair on occasion; inadequate at other times. 
3  =   Articulation problem – Hard to understand what was being said 
4  =   Volume problem—e.g., Barely audible 
5  =   Fluency problem – e.g., Overabundance of fillers, restarts, etc. 
6  =   Vocal variety/animation problem – e.g., Monotonal; flat 
7  =   Speaking rate problem  detracting from speech 
8  =   Distracting body movement detracting from speech 
9  =   Other 

1   =  Lack of a noticeable 3part structure   e.g., missing/weak preview; speech ended abruptly 
2 =    Problematic introduction – No hook, topic not clear, missing preview 
3   =  Problematic main points – e.g., not discernable, not previewed, missing 
4  =   Lack of  clear subpoints – e.g., a string of facts is given without their framing claim 
5  =   Content seemed jumbled; hard to follow 
6  =   Misplaced content 
7  =   Absence of connectives to create flow between main points 
8 =   Inappropriate organizational structure given the speech purpose 

Student  Delivery  Organization 

1  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
2  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
3  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
4  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
5  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
6  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
7  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
8  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
9  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
10  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
11  E  R  U  Eye    Voice    Body  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  E  R  U  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8



Instructor:  _______________ 
Section #:  ______ 
□  Informative Speech Assessment 
□  Persuasive Speech Assessment 

CMST 191 Public Speaking Performance Assessment 

Instructions:  Indicate whether or not reasonable standards of competence were met in the area of content .  Circle R if the student met reasonable standards of competency.  Circle E if the 
student excelled, demonstrating competency at the “WOW” level.  Circle U if the student did not meet reasonable standards of competence.  Circle the code number or numbers that best 
describe the nature of the deficiency or deficiencies if the U is marked.  More than one number may be circled.  Record any relevant contextual information by marking an X in the column. 

E  =   Exemplary (WOW!) 
R  =   Meets Reasonable Standards 
U  =   Below Reasonable Standards 

CONTENT:  CODES  CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION 
1   =  General lack of support for claims. 
2  =  Problematic evidence:  source, recency, use 
3  =  Missing or incomplete source citations 
4  =  Reasoning errors 
5  =  Missing or insufficient message adaptation and relevance links 
6  =  Overly technical – hard to understand 
7  =  Rhetorically insensitive 

Attendance     =   Attendance problems.  Student missed a number of class periods in this speech unit . 
No Feedback  =  Student failed to submit a (detailed) preparation outline for instructor/peer review 
ESL                 =    English as a second language 

Student  Content 
Attendance  No Feedback  ESL 

1  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
2  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
3  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
4  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
5  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
6  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
7  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
8  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
9  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
10  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
11  E  R  U  Support  Logic   Tailoring  Language  1  2  3  4  5  6  7



 
 

approved by University Studies Subcommittee, 3.22.06 
approved by Academic Affairs and Curriculum Committee, 3.29.06 
__________ by Faculty Senate 
__________ by Administration 
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Introduction: Context and Content of the Report 
 

 

 

 

 

This progress report, addressing the Completion, Implementation, and Assessment of the 

University Studies Program, has been produced in compliance with the Higher Learning 

Commission’s 2001 Comprehensive Evaluation of Winona State University.   

 

In WSU’s 2001 Special Emphasis Self-Study Report, entitled Seven Principles for Good Practice in 

Undergraduate Education and compiled in preparation for the HLC’s site visit, the institution 

described the development and completion of its new University Studies (general education) 

Program, which was instituted in Fall of 2001 for new entering first-year students and in Fall of 

2002 for transfer students.   

 

That Self-Study Report described the multiple improvements of University Studies over the old 

general education program, which had been a focus of the North Central Association’s concern 

in the 1991 comprehensive evaluation.  The “Plan of Action” which concluded the 2001 Self-

Study Report articulated the following proposal to the HLC and the university community: 

 

The University Studies Program, even though it retains some classes and distribution requirements 

from the previous general education system, promises considerable change and opportunity. While long 

overdue, its more ambitious scope and academic rigor provide WSU with a unique opportunity: to raise 

the standard of general education by promoting higher-level learning, by reinforcing basic skills in the 

upper division, and by preparing students to make responsible decisions and contributions in their 

future roles as workers, learners, and citizens.  The review of courses comprising the program has been 

rigorous, with faculty and departments expected to make the case for the value of each course to the 
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greater curriculum: no course has been given a “free ride” by virtue of existing general education or 

departmental status. The same rigor that has been exacted in the development of the program should 

then be applied to its assessment as the program is initiated and as it matures.  

 

Recommended action:  

 

• Develop a comprehensive assessment plan for University Studies, one that involves teaching 

faculty, the University Studies Director and Subcommittee, the Office of Assessment and 

Institutional Research, and other key constituencies (e.g. Faculty Development). 

• Implement the University Studies assessment plan as the program is implemented over the next 

four years, in particular tracking student learning and student development as new entering 

students proceed through Basic Skills, core courses, and upper-division flag courses. 

• Report on the progress of University Studies, both to the university community and to NCA, after 

a period of five years (fall of 2006). 

 

source: Seven Principles for Good Practice in Higher Education: 

 

 

Upon the 2001 site visit, Winona State University’s accreditation was continued for a period of 

ten years, the maximum allowable by the North Central Association.  As the HLC team noted 

at that time, the University had done “an excellent job of meeting all the concerns of the 1991 

comprehensive visit, even through challenging financial circumstances,” and that it provided 

documentation of patterns of evidence of each of the required criteria.   
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As regards the University Studies Program specifically, the HLC team complimented WSU on 

the design of the program and concurred with its Plan of Action: 

 
 

 

With this report, then, Winona State University delivers the last of three required progress 

reports requested by the Higher Learning Commission.  In fulfillment of the request, this report 

details, first, the completion of the program as it was developed in response to the earlier NCA 

critique; second, the implementation of the program’s administration, oversight, policies, and 

The newly implemented University Studies Program was designed to respond directly to concerns raised 
in the 1991 NCA review. Requirements were created that allow students to reinforce basic skills learned 
in entry classes in upper division classes, generally within the major. Rather than taking a series of 
courses all aimed at the entry level, students may choose to take two courses in the same discipline 
which are designed so that the second course builds upon the prior course, thus creating greater depth of 
study than previously available. The Unity and Diversity requirement allows students to gain knowledge 
and hone skills in courses that are generally beyond the entry level, and which, in combination, allow the 
students to integrate knowledge both within and outside of their own discipline. The new University 
Studies program constituted an identifiable and coherent undergraduate general education component. 
 
[…] The institution’s plan for University Studies has incorporated assessment and oversight for the 
program, and it has been required for first year students entering WSU in the 2001-2002 academic year. 
The Flag courses need to be identified to complete the University Studies Program, and the extent to 
which the University Studies Program results in student achievement of the expected outcomes needs to 
be assessed. 
 
COMMISSION FOLLOW-UP: 
 
Progress Report due (3 of 3): Update on the completion, implementation, and assessment of the 
University Studies Program, due September 1, 2006. 
 
The team agrees with the university’s Proposed Plan of Action and recommends a progress report that 
includes:  
• A plan for the assessment of academic achievement of the University Studies program objectives, 

including both direct and indirect indicators; plans for data collection and management; and a 
description of the structure for using assessment results to lead to curricular and/or instructional 
changes which should result in improvement of student learning in the University Studies Program. 

• Evidence that indicates that the assessment plan has been implemented including a description of 
the types of data that have been collected and how they have been used to make changes that 
should lead to improved learning within the program; along with a list of the changes that have been 
implemented. 

• A list of the courses that are identified to fulfill Flag courses requirements in the University Studies 
program. 

 
Source: Assurance Section (Section Two) of the HLC’s 2001 Comprehensive Evaluation Visit  
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processes; and third, the assessment of the program, describing both the plans and processes 

for assessment and the results of measures implemented to date. 

 

The report concludes with a discussion of new initiatives linked to University Studies.  Most of 

these have been developed under the aegis of the “New University/Winona 

Experience/Learning in the 21st Century” initiatives begun in 2003.  (For more information on 

what is now called “Learning in the 21st Century” at Winona State University, please see 

http://www.winona.edu/L21.)  Some of these initiatives—designed to provide greater 

intentional, experiential, community-based, and integrative learning opportunities—offer 

considerable promise for transformative experiences in the University Studies Program. 

 

Appendices to this document include not only the governing documents for University Studies 

and its assessment, but also the list of approved Flag courses as requested by the HLC and the 

first results of our ongoing assessment of student learning in USP areas: reports from each of 

four Basic Skills Faculty Area Committees in the areas of College Reading and Writing, Oral 

Communication, Mathematics, and Physical Development and Wellness, respectively.  
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General Education Requirements (45 s.h.) 
 
I. Basic Skills (12 s.h.) 

A. Written Communications (4 s.h.) 
B. Oral Communications 3 s.h.) 
C. Mathematics (3 s.h.) 
D. Physical Education Activities (2 s.h.) 

II. Humanities (6 s.h. -- 2 departments) 
III. Natural Sciences (6 s.h. w/lab -- 2 departments) 
IV. Social Sciences (6 s.h. - 2 departments) 
V. Different Culture (6 s.h. - 2 departments) 
VI. Allied Studies (3 s.h.) 

 

 

 

 
 

The Development and Completion of the University Studies Program 
 

 

 

 

Developed in part in response to concerns articulated by the NCA during its site visit in 1991 

and eventually formally adopted at the start of the following decade, the University Studies 

Program in existence today is the result of a long and at times difficult process.  General 

education reform is, as stakeholders know, rarely easily accomplished.  Yet the efforts 

undertaken in the 1990s indeed resulted in a program that is designed to satisfy a demanding 

faculty, challenge its student body, and address the needs of a changing society. 

 

For much of the 1990s, faculty discussed potential revisions to its general education 

program.  During the mid-1990s, two external phenomena—a legislatively-mandated 

conversion to semesters and the 

implementation of the Minnesota Transfer 

Curriculum—slowed, rather than sparked, 

progress on the initiative.  Only as the end 

of that decade drew near did the university 

begin to reach consensus about the design 

of the program.  For much of the 1998-99 

and 1999-2000 academic years, faculty 

proposed and debated various iterations of 

a general education revision that would 

address the concerns articulated by the NCA in 1991. 

 

In its 1991 visit, the NCA’s critique addressed the design, oversight, and  details of the existing 

general education program: 
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Courses have been repeatedly added to the general education program without concern for the overall 

definition of the program causing it to lack focus, direction, and an articulated set of goals. No office or 

official appears to have direct responsibility for the oversight of the general education program. The 

development of a new general education program must be based on themes and concepts reflecting 

current practice in defining this component of the baccalaureate degree, examining potentials of a core 

set of courses, prescriptive liberating studies courses and limited electives through upper division course 

work. 

 

Although the eventual adoption of the program was long in coming, the result was one that 

addressed each of the NCA’s concerns and at the same time anticipated national trends in 

liberal education—such as the Association of American Colleges and Universities “LEAP” 

(Liberal Education and America’s Promise) initiative.  The oversight, policies, design, and 

outcomes of the program are all articulated in a University Studies Program Overview and 

Requirements document approved by the University’s Faculty Senate in April, 2000 and 

implemented in the Fall of 2001 (Appendix A). 

 

To address the NCA’s concerns regarding the oversight and administration of the program, 

the university provided reassigned time for an appointed faculty director and established a 

standing University Studies Subcommittee for review of course proposals and other 

administrative concerns.  Dr. Kerry Williams, a full professor in the Department of Psychology, 

served as University Studies Director from 2000-2003, overseeing both the final adoption of the 

program and the initial review of course proposals.  Dr. Williams’s leadership during this 

juncture was critical to the faculty’s adoption of the program and to its initial implementation.  

Dr. J Paul Johnson, a full professor in the Department of English, has served as Director since 

2003 and has recently been appointed to a second term to conclude in 2009 (both Williams and 

Johnson served on the University Studies Subcommittee since its inception in 1999).  The 

University Studies Director serves a three-year term as an ex officio non-voting member of the 

University Studies Subcommittee, a standing subcommittee of the university’s Academic 

Affairs and Curriculum Committee, comprised of representatives from each of the five colleges 

and each of three Basic Skills areas.  Members of the subcommittee serve staggered three-year 
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terms representing their areas, and thus the oversight of the program is one that remains 

reasonably consistent from year to year, with faculty dedicated to its success. 

 

As noted by the NCA in its 1991 critique, the prior program lacked, among other things, overall 

definition.  In contrast to its predecessor, the design of the University Studies Program is one 

that combines a modified version of the traditional skills and distribution requirement system 

(and which is the common structure for general education nationally) with multiple 

opportunities for civic, intercultural, ethical and upper-division studies both in and across 

departments.  It consists of “course” and “flag” requirements distributed across four main 

categories of electives, 

intended to suggest a 

longitudinal four-year process 

through the program rather 

than a simple accretion of 

lower-level courses. 

 

 

The University Studies 

Program Overview and 

Requirements document 

(Appendix A) describes each of 

these requirements in detail.  

Although the Basic Skills 

courses (College Reading and 

Writing, Oral Communication, 

Mathematics, and Physical 

Development and Wellness) are retained from the earlier general education program, each now 

has much more specific goals and objectives.    

 

Redefined with attention to both the Council of Writing Program Administrators’ Outcomes 

Statement1 and the local faculty’s focus on assigning challenging reading, English 111 is designed 

                                                 
1 Available: http://www.wpacouncil.org/positions/outcomes.html. 

University Studies Program 
 
Course Requirements (46 s.h.)  
Basic Skills (12 s.h.)  

• College Reading and Writing (4 s.h.)  
• Oral Communication (3 s.h.) 
• Mathematics (3 s.h.)  
• Physical Development and Wellness (2 s.h.)  

Arts and Sciences Core (22 s.h.)  
• Humanities (6 s.h.)  
• Social Science (6 s.h.)  
• Natural Science (with lab - 7 s.h.) 
• Fine and Performing Arts (3 s.h.) 

 Unity and Diversity (12 s.h.)  
• Critical Analysis (3 s.h.)  
• Science and Social Policy (3 s.h.)  
• Global or Multicultural Perspectives (3 s.h.)  
• Contemporary Citizenship or Democratic Institutions (3 s.h.)  

Flag Requirements (12 s.h.)  
• Writing (6 s.h.)  
• Oral Communication (3 s.h.)  
• Mathematics/Statistics OR Critical Analysis (3 s.h.)  
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to promote students’ “critical reading, thinking, and writing skills” and focuses on critical 

reading, argumentation, and documentation.  Communication Studies 191 teaches students “to 

become highly competent communicators… who are skilled at expressing their ideas… and 

interacting with others.”  The Mathematics electives “help students develop an appreciation of 

the uses and usefulness of mathematical models,” while Physical Development and Wellness 

courses teach students “practical skills in the areas of lifetime physical activity, health 

awareness and wellness.”   In addition, University Studies requires twelve hours of upper-

division “flagged courses” that provide additional contexts, opportunities, and feedback for 

students’ use of writing, speech, mathematics, statistics, and critical thinking in their major 

fields. 

 

The Arts and Sciences Core provides knowledge of human culture and the natural world 

with courses featuring study in traditional areas of liberal learning.  The Core eliminates what 

had been an intellectually unjustifiable “Allied Studies” requirement in the old general 

education and adds instead a requirement in the Fine and Performing Arts—one that fosters 

the institution’s commitment to the value of creative and performative expression.  Except for 

this addition, the Arts and Sciences Core is a traditional introduction to disciplinary thought 

and expression.  The Humanities classes help students “understand… human experience and… 

the meaning and value of life by examining its expression in culture.”  The Social Sciences 

courses are designed to have students learn about “perspectives regarding human behavior.”  

The Natural Science classes acquaint students with the “methods… of scientific inquiry which 

increases our understanding of the natural world.”  It is these requirements that bear the 

primary responsibility of providing students with the “knowledge of human cultures and the 

natural and physical world” as endorsed by the AAC&U’s Liberal Education and America’s Promise 

initiative.   

 

It should not go without notice that the University Studies Program went so far as to specify 

departments that could contribute courses to the Arts and Science Core.  The language of the 

PO&R document restricts core courses to those “taught by faculty drawn from disciplines 

normally identified with those areas,” allowing that “exceptions to the rule are possible, but 

they are not normative and must be supported by documentation.”  Where for instance, in 

general education the Natural Science electives had included Mathematics and Computer 
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Science, the new program excluded these departments from such offerings, allowing only for 

courses to be taught in the departments of Biology, Chemistry, Geoscience, and Physics.  

Though the purposeful exclusion of some departments from this category was not without its 

opponents, the intent was to strengthen to quality of student learning in the Arts and Science 

Core of University Studies.  Last, the old “two-department rule”—one requiring students to 

spread their coursework in a category across two departments—was abandoned, and students 

are now both allowed and encouraged to complete the core requirements with sequences of 

courses in a single discipline. 

 

 

Unity and Diversity electives focus their attention on individual and social responsibility.   

This area is designed in part to respond to the site visitors’ request that WSU faculty consider 

reflecting upon current national trends in liberal education as they make their 

recommendations for change.  Additionally, this area invites all departments and programs to 

propose courses to meet its requirements; it further invites courses offered at a higher-than-

introductory level of understanding, and thus, offered at any level and potentially requiring 

prerequisites—both potentialities forbidden by the old general education program.   

 

Again, we note a prescient parallel to the AAC&U’s articulation of Liberal Education and America’s 

Promise, which advocates for fostering liberal education outcomes that address individual and 

social responsibilities, among them civic knowledge and engagement, intercultural knowledge 

and competence, ethical reasoning and action, and skills for lifelong learning.  Though not 

prescriptively identical to the AAC&U’s outcomes, the University Studies Program’s Unity and 

Diversity requirements are noticeably similar.  The Science and Social Policy requirement 

teaches students to “improve their understanding of the interrelated concerns of society and 

the sciences.”  Courses meeting the outcomes for Global or Multicultural Perspectives promote 

students’ understanding of the growing interrelatedness and diversity of nations, people, and 

the environment.  Critical Analysis electives promote logical, ethical, evidence-based reasoning 

on an array of academic topics.  And finally, the last category of courses are those that promote 

Contemporary Citizenship or Democratic Institutions by providing opportunities and contexts 

for students to “participate as effective citizens.” 
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Again, these new sets of courses are consistent with Winona State University’s mission 

statement, and, additionally, are grounded in contemporary issues. The faculty and 

administration strongly believe that introducing students to these new issues will make them 

more aware of contemporary issues and better citizens of our world.  Some such courses 

examine the foundations of democracy, while others—for example, English 211, Writing in 

Communities; Residential College 150, Insights and Implications; and Women’s and Gender 

Studies 148, Power, Privilege, and Gender —have provided curricula flexible enough to support 

service learning initiatives in the local community and beyond. 

 

The last, and most fully integrative, requirement of University Studies is that of the Flag 

courses.  This system is designed to meet one of the other concerns of the NCA site visitors. 

Flag courses, usually in a student’s major field of study, are designed to reinforce the “basic 

skills” component of University Studies. In their upper-division coursework, then, students 

will complete at least two classes that offer an intensive writing experience; one class in which 

they have to undertake a significant oral presentation, and one class in which they have to 

demonstrate the use of data or critical thinking techniques in a meaningful way. 

 

These Flag courses demonstrate just one example of how the new program not only permits, 

but also encourages, greater depth of study.  In general education, every course was to be taken 

at the introductory level; in University Studies, prerequisites are permitted so that a student 

may fulfill the requirements of a category from a single department.  The new program 

discourages the compartmentalization of liberal education and instead encourages its 

integration with the student’s major area of study, especially the case in the Unity and Diversity 

area.  For example, students may take their Critical Analysis course within their major or a 

biology student may take an upper-division major seminar to satisfy the Science and Social 

Policy requirement; non-specialists, meanwhile, may study similar issues at a more basic level 

in an introductory course.   

 

Versions of a more fully integrative learning requirement were considered as a part of the new 

program.  Just as the LEAP initiative advocates for integrative learning opportunities that foster 

students’ capacity to “adapt knowledge, skills, and responsibilities to new settings and 

questions,” so too did WSU’s faculty weigh the potential merits of a general education capstone 
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experience for University Studies.  Ultimately, and for a host of logistical and intellectual 

reasons, the curriculum adopted did not include such a capstone, and instead the Flag 

requirements most closely approximate the integrative learning outcome of the LEAP initiative.  

Future revisions to, experiments with, and assessments of the current USP might benefit from a 

reconsideration of a more fully integrative learning experience for its students, and the 

Residential College is currently in the process of developing just such a capstone in its fledgling 

Residential Scholars Program. 

 

Beyond the structural design of the program’s requirements, teams of teaching faculty 

collaborated on the articulation of student learning outcomes specific to each area.  In 

some of these areas, as noted above, the outcomes were drafted in reference to those adopted by 

national disciplinary organization; in others, faculty contributed their own understanding of 

the common objectives of their disparate courses in, say, the Humanities.  The exercise was not 

without difficulty, and some areas yielded more immediately and transparently assessable 

outcomes than did others, but the eventual result was that every requirement of the USP 

identified specific learning outcomes for courses intended to meet the requirement.  In turn, 

every single course approved for the program has been (and continues to be) required to 

demonstrate the means by which it would promote students’ abilities to meet those outcomes.2  

As of this writing, faculty assessment committees are today in the process of assessing the 

degrees to which students demonstrate, through direct evidence, accomplishment of these 

outcomes, beginning with the Basic Skills. 

 

University Studies was implemented for new entering first-year students in the fall of 

2001, a date that was precipitated by the scheduled comprehensive accreditation site visit and 

that also necessitated a midyear catalog supplement.  The staff in the Registrar’s, Advising and 

Retention, and Admissions offices worked to make the transition to the new program relatively 

seamless, despite faculty qualms about implementing the new requirements midcatalog.  

Addenda were published and provided to new students during the April and June 

preregistration advising sessions, and by the implementation date, the University Studies 

Subcommittee had reviewed and approved over 150 courses (and voted to disapprove a few 

                                                 
2 All approved course proposals for University Studies are archived and accessible at www.winona.edu/usp.  Each 
proposal addresses the stipulated student learning outcomes for its category.  
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proposed) for the Basic Skills, Arts and Science Core, and Unity and Diversity areas of the 

program.   

 

The implementation date for transfer students was deferred to fall of 2002.  The delay 

allowed the faculty—and the University Studies Subcommittee—to focus first on the approval 

of the many 100- and 200-level electives that would constitute the initial slate of electives for 

incoming first-year students.  Transfer students beginning WSU coursework in 2001-02 were 

advised to complete the existing general education program, while those entering in fall of 2002 

or later were placed in University Studies.  As a result of this decision, the review and approval 

of Flag courses—every single one of them “new” to the new program insofar as each would need 

to be submitted to and approved by the USS—was delayed for a year. 

 

The review and approval of Flag courses proved slightly more contentious as departments 

submitted proposals for the following academic year.  Not wishing to articulate minimum page 

or minute requirements for papers and speeches in Writing and Oral Flag courses (in part so as 

not to encourage a “downward drift” towards the specified minimums), the USS review of 

proposals for Flag courses focused more on the pedagogical methods employed to foster the 

outcomes for each category.  Faculty proposers were asked to demonstrate to the 

subcommittee the means by which they would advise students through the process of writing, 

for instance, and the kinds of feedback they (and others) would provide; they further were 

asked to demonstrate that the writing assignments would be distributed throughout the 

semester and comprise a substantial portion of the course grade.  To some faculty, accustomed 

perhaps to the freedoms of employing whatever pedagogical methods appropriate in their own 

major courses, such questions seemed inappropriate; yet for the subcommittee, these aspects 

were indeed the very ones that would distinguish a course as a Flag in the University Studies 

Program.   

 

By the fall of 2002, the initial review of flag courses was complete and each WSU 

department had, with some exceptions, identified and approved at least enough flag courses in 

their majors for them to complete their degrees with the requirements in writing, oral 

communication, and mathematics/statistics or critical analysis met.  Over the next few years, 

the review of flag course proposals would continue, but at this point, the University Studies 
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Program could be considered fully complete, with a fully articulated set of goals and 

requirements, a governing document and leadership, and developed processes for course and 

flag approvals.  Beginning in the fall of 2002, every new student, first-year and transfer alike, 

entered under the auspices of the University Studies Program.  And with that accomplishment, 

WSU could consider its new program completed if not fully implemented. 
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Implementation of the University Studies Program 
 

 

 

 

 

The implementation of the new University Studies Program was one that was labor-intensive 

on a number of fronts, from course approvals and substitution requests to advising concerns 

and assessment.  Since the fall of 1999, the University Studies Subcommittee has met nearly 

every other Wednesday afternoon of the academic year—typically 10-12 meetings—to govern 

the program.  As the initial round of course approvals eventually waned, and the hundreds of 

courses that comprise the bulk of the program were approved, the focus of subcommittee 

meetings turned from the approval of courses to the ongoing administration of the program.  In 

particular, this implementation phase brought greater attention to the review of flag courses 

(and their integration of USP goals with disciplinary content), a procedure for USP course 

substitution requests, the expiration and renewal of course approvals, communications with 

faculty and students, transfer issues, course availability, and assessment of the program.  Each 

of these features of the program’s implementation is discussed in further detail below. 

 
 
Course and Flag Approval Process 

 

Since the inception of the program, the University Studies Subcommittee has reviewed literally 

hundreds of courses proposed for inclusion in the program.  The design of the program invites 

every department “to explore Unity and Diversity” and requires every department to provide its 

majors with at least four Flag courses; as a result, the program requires a substantial number of 

electives for completion, and each and every Course and Flag proposal has been reviewed by the 

USS.  Each of these approved proposals has required the following of its proposers: 
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1. Documentation of Course Requirements and learning activities designed to 

meet the course outcomes specified for the area. 

2. A course description that clearly identifies the course as a University Studies 

Course and the Course Requirement which it satisfies. 

3. Information directed to the student which clearly identifies course activities 

and assignments that address the course outcomes. 

 

With some exceptions, the review process for courses requirements has been successful.  There 

have been occasional misunderstandings and disagreements about the depth and quality of the 

material required for approval, but these have been infrequent, and increasingly so over the 

years, as the program has matured.  Most course proposals for the Basic Skills and Arts and 

Science Core areas, with few exceptions, have been approved as proposed: as one might 

imagine, these areas being the most traditional of the program, courses in these areas have 

historically been provided by a fixed number of departments with offerings in traditionally 

prescribed areas.  (Even while the PO&R document allows for “excluded” departments to 

propose courses in the core, no such department has requested the opportunity to do so as of 

this writing.) 

 

The Unity and Diversity area, less defined by traditional disciplinary boundaries, has proved a 

slightly more contentious ground for course approval.  Since for this category, as the PO&R 

document indicates, “any academic program or department may explore Unity and Diversity 

and may propose courses to meet the requirements,” neither the USS nor the faculty can rely on 

existing notions of disciplinarity to determine a course’s appropriateness for a category, the 

merits of each proposal can be discussed only in terms of its ability to promote the student 

learning outcomes specified for the area.  Thus the degree to which a given course promotes 

those outcomes—if such can be demonstrated at all—has proved the primary determinant of a 

course’s chances of approval.   

 

As a result, some courses proposed in Unity and Diversity have been recommended for 

disapproval, on the grounds that they simply did not evidence sufficient science for a Science 

and Social Policy requirement or sufficient multicultural content for one in Multicultural 
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Perspectives.  In other cases, proposers made significant revisions to courses as proposed before 

gaining the subcommittee’s recommendation, and in still others, proposers withdrew their 

proposals rather than make such revisions.  Of course, we note, these disapprovals, revisions, 

and withdrawals pale in comparison to the number of those proposals, in this area and the 

others, that have been recommended for approval as promoting each of the outcomes 

stipulated.  And the program has not suffered for the absence of any individual offering, as a 

sufficient array of electives has been approved and instituted for each requirement in the 

program. 

 

While establishing a sufficient number and variety of course requirements for the USP was 

accomplished within the first couple of years of the program, it took longer for the full set of 

flag requirements to be proposed by faculty and reviewed by the subcommittee.  The design of 

the program, with its requirement that every student complete four flag courses—two in 

writing, one in oral communications, and a last in either mathematics/statistics or critical 

analysis—essentially required that every WSU major propose at least four courses to USS for 

these flags.  As the program was implemented, faculty from English and Communication 

Studies offered faculty development sessions on developing and teaching Writing and Oral Flag 

courses, with topics attending to the concerns of responding to student writing or the 

characteristics of second language learners in such classes.  In many departments, multiple 

courses were proposed, so that students could choose from electives carrying the flags.  The 

result has been that literally hundreds of courses—by this writing, 104 for writing, 71 for oral 

communication, and 45 for mathematics/ statistics or critical analysis—have been approved for 

USP flags. 

 

Determining the kinds of courses most appropriate to carry the flag designation was less simple 

than initially perceived.  In the review of flag proposals, the USS has abided by the language of 

the PO&R document that suggests that while the it “cannot veto department designation of 

flagged courses,” at the same time “departments will need to demonstrate to the University 

Studies Subcommittee that the courses in question merit the flags.”   This particular language—

designed to respect the academic freedom of individual programs and faculty yet protect the 

integrity of the University Studies Program’s goals—has governed the review and approval of 

the flag courses.  The USS has not recommended disapproval of any flag course, and in only one 
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case has it forwarded a proposal with comment to the Academic Affairs and Curriculum 

Committee that resulted in its disapproval.   

 

The more common actions taken by USS have been either recommending for immediate 

approval or suggesting revisions to the proposal for later reconsideration.  The subcommittee 

notes that in almost every instance of the later, suggested revisions seem to have been received 

in the cordial and collegial spirit in which they were offered.  Though proposing these courses 

for inclusion in the program has been labor-intensive—as has been instructing them—WSU 

faculty have done so literally “for the good of the team.”  Given that there are no other tangible 

incentives for proposing or teaching the flag courses, which frequently require a greater 

workload in terms of paper load and feedback than others, the faculty deserve credit for 

shouldering the burden of curriculum and instruction in reinforcing the basic skills through 

these courses. 

 

Integrating the flag requirements with departmental staff and curricula has been, from our 

perspective, occasionally problematic.  In a few cases, course were proposed for writing flags 

that were regularly taught by faculty ill prepared to address the outcomes for the flag; in a few 

other cases, departments elected to remove flags from previously-approved courses because 

their content (too broad) and/or enrollment (too high) prohibited success with the outcomes.  

There still may exist a very few courses whose content is too broad or enrollment is too high for 

sufficient attention to student writing or presentation concerns; however, these are exceptions.  

Indeed, many departments have had the opportunity to implement, refine, and improve their 

flag offerings.  And, it must be said, most of the faculty proposing flag courses have articulated 

clear, compelling, and commendable practices that reinforce the program’s basic skills—

exactly as the program’s designers had intended. 

 

 
Course Substitution Request Process 

 

In 2003, the USS formalized a Course Substitution Request Process by which students could 

request that a transfer or WSU course not approved for the USP might fulfill requirements.  

The process, as approved by USS, A2C2, and Senate in 2003, is designed to protect the integrity 
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of the program and yet allow some occasional flexibility for "highly unusual circumstances."  

The approved Request Form and Guidelines for Substitution are available at 

www.winona.edu/usp, as is a FAQ regarding the process.  Student proposers are required to 

explain clearly (1) why they are making this request and (2) how the proposed course should 

substitute as a University Studies Course in the category requested by addressing each of the 

outcomes for that category separately.   

  

The approved guidelines governing the request process include this language: “University 

Studies Requirements are met ONLY by courses currently in the University Studies Program. 

The University Studies Subcommittee will not consider requests for substitution of any USP 

course for a different USP area. Only under highly unusual circumstances will a WSU course 

not listed in the University Studies Program be considered as a substitution.” 

 

These guidelines are strict so as to preserve the integrity of the faculty governance of the 

program.  The USS respects the right and the responsibility of the faculty—and only the 

faculty—to propose courses for the USP.  Given these guidelines, the kinds of "highly unusual 

circumstances" that have led to recommendations for approval have been these: 

 

• Inaccurate information provided by official WSU documents describing program 

requirements. 

• Ineffective technologies for communicating program requirements or changes to 

students. 

• (In the case of transfer students) Inexact correlations between other institutions' 

programs, departments, courses, or requirements. 

 

In the absence of “highly unusual circumstances” such as these, the USS has been consistent in 

recommending for disapproval the substitution of WSU courses not listed in the program.  

Since the list of approved courses has been published accurately since the inception of the 

program, and since students have ample opportunity to elect to complete any of the dozens of 

strong courses already approved for the category, the USS does not view such requests as ones 

that would warrant substitution.   
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Since the development of the program and the approval of the request Guidelines and Process, 

the USS has committed considerable effort to ensure that the request process is fair to students 

and yet preserves the right of the faculty to discern what courses will fulfill those 

requirements.  Given the hours faculty have invested in developing, proposing, and 

reviewing courses for the program, the USS encourages students to complete the program as it 

has been approved by completing elective courses in the categories for which they have been approved. 

 

 
University Studies Website, FAQ, and Updates 

 

The University Studies website was developed and published during the 2003-04 academic 

year as a means of communicating with the university community and archiving forms and 

minutes.  The site, accessible from each of the relevant pages on the main WSU web  

(Academics, Faculty/Staff, Students, Registrar, Departments, etc.), includes the following 

information and forms as indicated at right, including both the full Program Overview and 

Requirements document and a set of answers to Frequently Asked Questions. 
 

 
 
As the University Studies Program Assessment Plan matures, the USP website will archive 

faculty area committee reports, data sets, and this and other external reports.  Beginning in 

2005, the USP Director initiated the practice of providing the university community with email 

updates announcing various USP policies, procedures, resources, practices, and initiatives. 

Program Overview and Requirements 
University Studies Frequently Asked Questions 
 
Faculty Links 

• USP Proposal Forms and Information  
o General Information for Proposers  
o Directions, Cover Sheet, and 

Approval  
o Directory of Approved Proposals  
o Selected Model Proposals  

• USP Assessment Plan / Appendices  
o Spring 2005 Progress Report  

• USS Roster 2005-06  

Student Links 
• USP Courses by Area (Registrar)  
• USP Courses by Department 

(Registrar)  
• USP Planning Sheet  

o Blank Planning Sheet  
o Sample Completed Sheet  

• USP Course Substitution Guidelines  
• USP Substitution Request Form 
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Course Expiration and Renewal Process 

 

The North Central Association’s 1991 critique of the prior general education program also 

addressed the fact that courses had been added repeatedly to the program without concern for 

its overall definition.  As a result, as the University Studies Program was developed and 

approved, the Program Overview and Requirements document included the following 

language:  

 

Courses will receive approval for a fixed period. Approval will automatically expire if the course is not 

submitted for review before the end of that fixed period. In order to stagger workload, in the first round 

of review the length of the fixed period will vary from 4 to 6 years. Thereafter, the fixed period will be 6 

years. 

 

As the program was implemented, the minutes for the initial meetings of the USS Course 

Approval Process indicated that Basic Skills were courses to be approved for six years; Arts & 

Science Core courses for five years; and Flag and Unity & Diversity Courses for four years.  

However, following those early meetings, and in the midst of review of literally hundreds of 

courses, the specifics of the expiration dates and renewal process for courses were not 

addressed.  While it was clearly the intent of the language to determine a regular rotation of the 

course review, discouraging the unsupervised proliferation of unnecessary courses, the 

document did not provide clear direction for the process. 

 

For instance, the PO&R document did not clarify from what moment the period of approval for 

a USP course was to commence—nor how the implied renewal process would take place.  

University Studies Subcommittee minutes, though complete, noted only the original date of 

USS approval of each course, and not of final administrative approval.  As a result, tracking the 

expiration of individual courses from a date of their initial approval would be next to 

impossible.  Additionally, if enacted from date of administrative approval, the entire renewal 

process would be dependent upon the whims of proposal submission dates, rather than upon 

programmatic concerns.  Last, a complete re-undertaking of the full course approval process for 

every USP course would be inefficient and exhausting for departments and USS and A2C2 

members.  The USS, after reviewing the situation, concluded that the renewal process instead 
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should be tied to programmatic concerns and should expedite renewals of already-approved 

courses. 

 

In the fall of 2006, the University Studies Subcommittee recommended amending the PO&R 

document language quoted above with the following:  

 

All approved courses will be reviewed on a regular and systematic basis that follows the scheduled 

rotation of review in the University Studies Program Assessment Plan (USPAP).  Existing approval of 

courses in each USP area will automatically expire if the course is not submitted for renewal by 

December 1 of the calendar year as indicated.  Departments may seek renewal of USP approval by 

completing the USP Renewal Request form provided by the University Studies Director. 

 

The USS proposal regarding the Expiration and Renewal of Course Approvals was approved by 

A2C2 and Faculty Senate and accepted by Administration during the 2005-06 academic year.  

As the approved schedule for assessment and expiration below is enacted, approved courses in 

the Basic Skills area will be scheduled for review during the 2006-07 academic year.   

 
 

Courses in … USPAP reports due Renewal deadline Expiration Date 
Basic Skills June 1, 2006 (+4) Dec. 1, 2006 (+4) end of Fall, 2007 (+4) 
Arts & Science Core June 1, 2007 (+4) Dec. 1, 2007 (+4) end of Fall, 2008 (+4) 
Unity & Diversity  June 1, 2008 (+4) Dec. 1, 2008 (+4) end of Fall, 2009 (+4) 
Flag Courses  June 1, 2009 (+4) Dec. 1, 2009 (+4) end of Fall, 2010 (+4) 

 

 

 
Transfer Concerns and Policies 

 

The Minnesota Transfer Curriculum has proved another implementation concern of the 

University Studies Program.  The Minnesota Transfer Curriculum is a cooperative transfer 

program in which all the public colleges and universities in Minnesota participate.  Winona 

State has had, like each of the universities in the MnSCU system, to balance its ownership and 

design of its general education curriculum with the system-wide governance of the MnTC.  

Though the design of the USP parallels many of the features of the MnTC, the two are not 

exact. 
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If Winona State University certifies that a student transferring to another participating college 

or university has satisfied all ten areas of emphasis of the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, then 

the other school will give the student credit for fully satisfying their general education 

requirements.  The ten areas of emphasis are written and oral communication; critical thinking; 

natural sciences; mathematics/symbolic systems; history and the social/behavioral sciences; the 

humanities—arts, literature, and philosophy; human diversity; global perspective; ethical and 

civic responsibility; and people and the environment.3 

 

 

Clearly established protocols built into the original design of the University Studies Program 

have made most transfer issues relatively easy to resolve.  Winona State’s Undergraduate Catalog 

informs students of the following relevant policies: 

 

o Transfer students who have satisfied specific goals of the Minnesota Transfer 

Curriculum will be considered to have satisfied the equivalent components of the 

University Studies Program.   

                                                 
3 Information about the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum is available at www.mntransfer.org.     
 

If a student transferring from WSU to another school that participates in the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum (MNTC) has 
completed some, but not all, of the University Studies Program requirements, then he or she will be certified as having 
completed those areas of emphasis indicated: 
 

Satisfied Winona State’s requirements in 
University Studies areas of:   

 Certified as having completed Minnesota 
Transfer Curriculum (MNTC) areas of: 

College Reading and Writing and Oral Communications 
(Basic Skills)  

 Written and Oral Communication (MNTC Goal 1) 
 

Mathematics (Basic Skills)  Mathematics/Symbolic Systems (MNTC Goal 4) 
Physical Development and Wellness (Basic Skills)  Does not satisfy any MNTC area 
Humanities and Fine and Performing Arts (Arts and 

Sciences Core) 
 The Humanities—the Arts, Literature, and Philosophy 

(MNTC Goal 6) 
Natural Science (Arts and Sciences Core)  Natural Sciences (MNTC Goal 3) 
Social Science (Arts and Sciences Core)  History and the Social and Behavioral Sciences (MNTC 

Goal 5) 
Critical Analysis (Unity and Diversity)  Critical Thinking (MNTC Goal 2) 
Science and Social Policy (Unity and Diversity)  People and the Environment (MNTC Goal 10) 
Multicultural Perspectives (Unity and Diversity)  Human Diversity (MNTC Goal 7) 
Global Perspectives (Unity and Diversity)   Global Perspective (MNTC Goal 8) 
Contemporary Citizenship or Democratic Institutions (Unity 

and Diversity) 
 

 Ethical and Civic Responsibility (MNTC Goal 9) 
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o Transfer students who have received an Associate of Arts degree from a community or 

technical college have automatically satisfied the Basic Skills, Arts and Sciences Core, 

and Unity and Diversity components of University Studies but must, nevertheless, 

complete the University Studies Program Flag requirements at WSU. 

o Transfer students who have received an A.S. or A.A.S. degree from a community 

college or university can usually anticipate that they will meet the WSU University 

Studies requirements once they have completed 40 or more semester credits. Those 40 

hours must include humanities, the natural sciences and social sciences (as defined by 

WSU) and course work equivalent to the courses required in the basic skills. 

   

The Flag requirements of our University Studies Program have proved more of a concern for 

students transferring to WSU.  These requirements apply to all transfer students, regardless of 

whether or not they have completed the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, an A.A. degree, or 

other significant general-education related coursework.  Transfer students have three options 

for completing the Flag requirement(s).   

(1) They can enroll in courses that carry the Flags they need to complete.  

(2) They can approach their major or minor department for a Course Substitution for 

Major or Minor.  If they have completed a non-WSU course that is equivalent to a 

WSU course carrying the desired flag, this Course Substitution would satisfy their 

requirement.  OR 

(3) They can complete a University Studies Course Substitution Request.   

 

A final concern regarding transfer students and the University Studies Program regards a 

recent MnSCU Chancellor’s Office decision to exclude introductory world languages from the 

Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, effective for students whose initial enrollment is Fall 2006 or 

later.  As the USS had, by 2006, approved over a dozen such courses—in Chinese, English as a 

Second Language, French, German, Japanese, and Spanish—for inclusion in the Humanities 

area of the Arts & Science Core, we found the MnSCU decision regrettable.  After deliberation 

and discussion with the Foreign Language Department, Liberal Arts Dean, Registrar, and 

Transfer Coordinator, the USS affirmed its approval of such courses, and took efforts to ensure 
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that students completing these in the future courses understand that they may not transfer as 

Humanities courses at other institutions.  This information will be published in our 2006-08 

Catalog, our Web Registration and Degree Audit Reporting System modules, and to students 

enrolling in these courses  
 
 
Retention and Graduation  

 

As the University Studies Program reached maturity, with the first cohort of students 

beginning the program in Fall of 2001 reaching graduation status in the Spring of 2005, 

retention and graduation rates provide indications of degree to which the program had been 

successfully implemented.   

 

To examine the effect of the implementation of the USP on retention and graduation rates, we 

compared WSU rates with national data compiled by NCHEMS (National Center for Higher 

Education Management Systems).  The comparison provides a reference frame for WSU 

information.  For example, 74.5 percent of the Fall 02 NEF (new entering freshmen) at WSU 

returned for their sophomore year.4  For 2002, the NCHEMS composite value retention rate for 

four-year colleges and universities in Minnesota was 80.2% and for the U.S. was 73.6%. 

 

 

                                                 
4 Data provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 12/2005. 

WSU RETENTION
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Retention and graduation rates relative to the University Studies Program provide additional, if 

not conclusive, insight.  We compared the available data for sophomore, junior, and senior 

retention rates at WSU under the old general education program with those under the new 

USP.  We note that our comparison may suffer from an admittedly small sample size (only four 

years’ worth of data available for USP versus thirteen for general education).  Our informal 

analysis suggests that retention rates have increased slightly, concurrent with the 

implementation of the USP.  We do not infer from this data a directly causal relationship, but 

merely take them to mean another indication that the USP was implemented with sufficient 

efficiency so as not to jeopardize retention. 

 

Retention rates Gen-Ed 
1988-2000 

USP 
2001-04 

Sophomore retention (mean) 69.5% 73.7% 
Junior retention (mean) 55.3% 62.1% 
Senior retention (mean) 50.2% 57.0% 

 

NCHEMS, we note, suggests a more comprehensive approach to assessing retention rates.  

Noting that the data is lacking across states, they suggest that within a state, retention rates 

depend on a host of variables—high school courses taken, ACT scores, socioeconomic 

background, and ethnicity, among others—and we note the possibility of the university 

referencing retention rates against other variables.  For the purposes of our ongoing review of 

the implementation of University Studies, we are confident that, to say the least, the 

implementation has had no discernible deleterious effect on retention at WSU, and it may be 

possible that its redesign has contributed to a slight increase, at least insofar as direct 

comparisons with the general education program suggest.   

 

Comparing WSU graduation rates to NCHEMS data is more complicated.  Winona State 

graduation rates are reported after four, five, and seven years with rates associated with the 

starting year.  NCHEMS reports six-year graduation rates of bachelor’s students with the year 

selected as representing the end of six years—thus the starting date is six years previous.  A 

fairly meaningful comparison can still be made, however.  For example, at WSU 45.4 percent of 

the Fall 98 NEF graduated in five years, and 50.9 percent graduated in seven years.5  The 

                                                 
5 Data provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 12/2005. 
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WSU GRADUATION
% NEF Graduating After 4 Years, 5 Years, 7 Years
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NCHEMS six-year graduation rate for 2004 (which refers to a cohort group starting in 1998) is 

57.2 percent for Minnesota and 55.3 percent for the nation.   

 

As we have very little data regarding the graduation of students who began under USP in 2001 

and later, it is too early for us to conclude what impact, if any, its implementation has had on 

WSU graduation rates.  And the implementation of the USP has not seemed to impact 

retention rates in any discernible way, except for a very slight increase, and one which at that 

may be attributable to other phenomena. 
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Availability and Completion of Basic Skills Requirements 

 

During the years in which the University deliberated reforms to its general education program, 

one consistently pressing concern was the availability and completion of that program’s general 

education requirements.  This concern was highlighted in a 1998 “Excluded Managers” retreat: 

 

[…] Data from institutional research indicates that basic skills courses in both speech and English serve 

only about 60 percent of first year students. In addition, we know that only 40 percent of all students 

complete the English and speech general education requirements during their first year on campus.6 

 

The University Studies Subcommittee is especially concerned with the availability of courses in 

the Basic Skills areas of English, Oral Communication, and Mathematics, since the PO&R 

document suggests that such courses ought to be taken early in students’ careers—and since 

these courses serve as prerequisites to the Flag requirements in each of the relevant areas.   

 

For the Basic Skills requirements in English and Mathematics, students are recommended to 

complete the courses “as soon as possible, preferably in their first year and certainly no later 

than their third semester”; for the requirement in Oral Communication, students are advised to 

complete the requirement “during their first two years.” 

 

We reviewed two cohorts of students: New Entering First-Year students from the fall of 2002 

and from the fall of 2003.    The percentages of students who completed each of these 

requirements by their first, second, and third semesters is indicated in the table below.  Please 

note that these tables compare the entire entering class of first-year students with the set of 

students who complete (and not merely enroll in) their Basic Skills requirements.  And, of 

course, readers should take into consideration normal rates of attrition and retention for new 

entering first-year students, as described above.   

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 Minutes available at http://www.winona.edu/AIR/nca2001/otherairFiles/excludedmgrsretreat.htm. 
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Percentage of WSU students completing Basic Skills requirements by third semester7 
Sample: New Entering First-Year Students F02, F03 (n=2875) English Comm. Math  All 3 
completed by end of 1st  semester 41.7% 41.9% 54.4% 0.9% 
completed by end of 2nd semester 76.5% 77.1% 77.9% 53.7% 
completed by end of 3rd semester 79.9% 80.1% 83.2% 61.8% 
total completed by end of 8th semester 81.2% 84.9% 86.2% 66.5% 
of those completing requirement, percentage completed by third semester 98.3% 94.3% 96.2% 92.9% 

  

As these data indicate, the University has greatly improved the accessibility of these courses, 

especially compared with the data from the 1998 retreat cited above.  When before, only some 

60 percent of students completed either first-year English or their Oral Communication courses 

in their first year, our more recent data suggests that in University Studies, that percentage has 

risen to over 75 percent.  And when before, only 40 percent of our students completed both the 

English and Oral Communication requirements, we can now report that that nearly 54 percent 

of our students not only complete both of these, but their Mathematics requirement as well, by 

the end of the first year. 

 

In fact, as our data indicate, each of the three of their Basic Skills requirements—English, Oral 

Communications, and Mathematics—is completed by approximately 80 percent of new 

entering WSU first-year students by the third semester of enrollment.  The percentage of 

students who have completed all three of these requirements is 61.8 percent of the new 

entering students in our sample.   

 

Yet we note the obvious: that not every new entering first-year student is one who remains at 

WSU for his or her sophomore, junior, or senior years.  In fact, WSU typically graduates 

approximately 25 percent of its new entering first-year students in four years, and retains, at 

highest, approximately 75 percent of its students from the first year to the sophomore year. 

 

Of those students in our sample set who indeed eventually completed their Basic Skills 

requirements, nearly all of them had done so by their third semester at WSU, as the bottom 

row of the table above indicates.  Of those eventually finishing the requirement, over 98 percent 

of these students had completed the English requirement by the third semester; over 96 percent 

the Mathematics by the third semester; and over 93 percent the Oral Communication 

                                                 
7 Data provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 12/2005. 
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requirement by the third semester.  And last, of the students in our data set who had eventually 

completed all three of these Basic Skills requirements, nearly 93 percent had done so by the end 

of their third semester on campus.   

 

To our thinking, these data suggest that the departments offering these courses are doing so in 

great enough number and availability to allow students to complete them in a timely fashion, as 

the design of the program intends.  Additionally, many major programs (Nursing and 

Education, to name two among many) articulate the successful completion of some of these 

courses as prerequisite to program entry, thus providing an additional incentive for early 

completion.  And, of course, we credit academic advisors with ensuring that even the 

undeclared student understands the importance of completing these requirements within their 

first few semesters.   

 

Also crucial to improving the rates of completion in this category were a curricular change 

(moving from a six-hour, two-course sequence in English to a single four-hour semester course) 

and an increase in new faculty hires in these departments that coincided with the 

implementation of the new program.  While the factors that impact the completion rates of 

these courses are many, to our incoming first-year students, the message is clear: complete 

these courses early in your degree program, and other benefits will follow.  The degree to which 

students in these courses demonstrate accomplishment of the learning outcomes specified for 

each, finally, is discussed in Appendices D.1-D.4, our Faculty Area Committee Reports on the 

Basic Skills areas of University Studies. 

 

 
Course Availability and Enrollment 

 

As the University Studies Program lists and requires the promotion of certain learning 

outcomes of its students, the availability and enrollment patterns in USP courses provides an 

indication of the ability of certain courses to provide such opportunities for its students.  

Enrollment patterns in USP suggest a wide variability in the number of seats filled by students. 

The average class size across all categories is 30, with a maximum class size of 480 (MCOM 

100) and a minimum class size of just four (SPAN 402 and GERM 403).   
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University Studies Area Avg. # 

enrolled 
Max # enrolled/ 
course section 

Min # enrolled/ 
course section 

Reading/Writing 24   
Oral Communication 24   
Mathematics 30 37 MATH 110 25 MATH 165 
Physical Dev/Wellness 31 78 PER 134 21 PER 101 
Humanities 29 80  MUSC 109 8  ENG 106 
Social Science 28 79 SOC 150 27 CMST 287 
Natural Science 29 176 BIOL 117 12 PHYS 222 

11 SCIE 401 
Fine & Performing Arts 29 107 MUSC 241 8 MUSC 247 
Critical Analysis 27 85 PHIL 110 8 PHYS 223 
Science & Social Policy 30 176 BIOL 104 14 ENGR 390 
Global/Multicultural Perspectives 28 76 HIST 165 4 CHIN 201 
Citizenship/Democratic 
Institutions 

29 480 MCOM 100 13 ECON 420 
13 POL 228 

Writing Flag 29 44 MGMT 325 5 THAD 331 
5 SPAN 301 
5 SOC 377 

M/S or CA Flag 28 70 MCOM 300 4 SPAN 402 
4 GERM 403 

Oral Flag8 29 65 MCOM 405 7 BIOL 460 
7 ENG 402 
7 MTED 420 
7 SPAN 302 

 

The greatest variability is seen in the Contemporary Citizenship/Democratic Institutions 

category, but this data is skewed by the presence of MCOM 100, a “mega-course” regularly 

enrolling nearly 500 students per section.  The least variability is seen in the Mathematics 

category.  Several departments offer USP courses in large sections (defined here as 70+): Music, 

Philosophy, Mass Communication, Biology, Chemistry, Geology, Physical Education and 

Recreation, History, and Sociology.  The table below outlines average enrollment across courses 

and the maximum/minimum class enrollment for that category. 

    

Based on our review of average class size and enrollment in University Studies courses, we note 

the following: 

o Enrollment is tightly capped in sections of English 111 and CMST 191, thus 

prohibiting any significant variance in class size. 

o Low-enrollment courses can be located in every area requirement of the University 

Studies Program.  High-enrollment courses available in some areas of USP serve the 

                                                 
8 EDST 460-467 (Student Teaching) are not listed under Oral Flag courses. 
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function of supporting the availability of lower-enrollment courses in other areas 

where greater student-faculty contact is necessary. 

o The average class size across USP areas is kept at a reasonable number. 

o The University Studies Subcommittee remains concerned about class size and 

enrollment options in the Fine and Performing Arts and Critical Analysis 

categories, both of which require student performance (in the former, that they 

compose or perform artistic works; in the later, that they construct arguments).  

The student learning outcomes prescribed for these categories would seem to 

mitigate against large sections, though in some cases (such as Symphonic Wind 

Ensemble), enrollment data may be misleading.   

o A few flag courses enroll students in numbers greater than the design of the 

program intends.  The design of these courses is, as the PO&R document suggests, 

that their enrollment allow for them to promote the prescribed outcomes.  Large 

sections, for the most part, do not allow for the kinds of feedback, guidance and 

mentoring that the flag courses are designed to provide. 

 

As of this writing, then, the University Studies Program has been fully and completely 

implemented.  Its design and outcomes are publicly stated in its Program Overview and 

Requirements Document, and it is required of all students in all major programs at WSU.  Its 

faculty has designed and overseen the program since its inception and continues to do so.  

Courses have been approved through a process of rigorous peer review in sufficient number and 

range for students to graduate; policies and procedures and been approved to allow for 

occasional substitution and periodic review of approved courses; departments and programs 

have implemented flag offerings within their own majors and minors; and transfer polices and 

advising practices now govern students’ completion of the program.  We have also had 

sufficient time with the program to examine its implementation’s effects on retention and 

graduation.  As a result, we believe we are fulfilling the goals of our accrediting body’s 

“Statement on General Education”: 

 

Regardless of how a higher learning organization frames the general education necessary to fulfill its 

mission and goals, it clearly and publicly articulates the purposes, content, and intended learning 

outcomes of the general education it provides for its students. It also shows its commitment to the 
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centrality of general education by including an appropriate component of general education in all 

undergraduate programs of substantial length, whether they lead to certificates, diplomas, or degrees. 

Moreover, the organization's faculty exercises oversight for general education and, working with the 

administration, regularly assesses its effectiveness against the organization's stated goals for student 

learning.9 

 

With the University Studies Program having been fully implemented, we are left only with the 

last question of the program’s assessment: to what degree and to what extent are our students 

demonstrating their accomplishment of the program’s outcomes?  The following section details 

the University Studies Program Assessment Plan and its findings to date. 

 

                                                 
9 Higher Learning Commission, “Commission Statement on General Education,” 21 February 2003.  Available: 
http://www.ncahigherlearningcommission.org/. 
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Assessment of the University Studies Program 

 

 

 

 
Assessment of any academic programming can be, simultaneously, both a difficult and a 

rewarding undertaking.  And the greater the complexity of the educational undertaking, the 

greater the complexity of its assessment.  Even the assessment of what would appear on the 

surface to be a simple undertaking—for example, that of student writing in the Basic Skills—is 

one that requires deep knowledge of disciplinary practice and ethics, careful attention to local 

curriculum and pedagogy, sufficient resources for training and materials, considerable work 

hours spent in designing and implementing instruments, substantial “buy-in” among 

participants, and a means of reporting results that can lead to curricular and pedagogical 

improvement.  Yet at the same time, such an initiative is made easier by the fact that the 

assessment is limited to a single department’s sections of a single course: though the students 

enrolled may number 1,500 in a given year, the department’s faculty are bound to share a 

knowledge of disciplinary content and methodology as well as a vested interest in its results.   

 

Contrast such an effort with one designed to assess the entirety of a general education program.  

At WSU, University Studies engages all 42 academic departments and reaches through over 

500 courses to every single one of its over 7,500 students, each of whom completes at least 20 

separate electives at varying levels of complexity as they move through both the program.  

Given the range of students’ major programs, that of the faculty’s expertise, and the near-

infinite variety of curricular choice such a liberal education allows, no single “one-size-fits-all” 

measure can be adequately implemented to “assess” such a program, at least with any degree of 

certitude.   
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Yet at the same time we recognize that crucial to the success of any academic program is its 

ongoing assessment, and to this end, we have developed an assessment plan for University 

Studies that aims for the careful, deliberative, and ongoing review of its requirements and 

offerings.  Our plan outlines the principles underlying the mission of assessing University 

Studies; the resources available to support the mission; and a plan for its implementation and 

reporting procedures.  The University Studies Program Assessment Plan (USPAP) was 

developed and approved during the second full year of the program’s implementation, the 2003-

04 academic year, and implemented beginning in the fall of 2004.    

 

The assessment of University Studies is, we have noted, a complex undertaking, yet it is a 

design that will be, in accordance with the Higher Learning Commission’s recent “Statement 

on Assessment of Higher Learning,” one led by faculty, informed by our mission, and focused, 

ultimately, on improving student learning.   

 

The Commission appreciates that effective assessment can take a variety of forms and involve a variety 

of processes. However, faculty members, with meaningful input from students and strong support from 

the administration and governing board, should have the fundamental role in developing and sustaining 

systematic assessment of student learning. Their assessment strategy should be informed by the 

organization’s mission and include explicit public statements regarding the knowledge, skills, and 

competencies students should possess as a result of completing course and program requirements; it also 

should document the values, attitudes, and behaviors faculty expect students to have developed. 

Moreover, while strong assessment should provide data that satisfy any externally mandated 

accountability requirements, its effectiveness in improving student learning relies on its integration into 

the organization’s processes for program review, departmental and organization planning, and unit and 

organizational budgeting.  […  An] organization committed to understanding and improving the 

learning opportunities and environments it provides students will be able to document the relationship 

between assessment of and improvement in student learning.10  

 

 

                                                 
10 Higher Learning Commission,  “Commission Statement on the Assessment of Student Learning,” Feb. 21, 2003.  
Available: http://www.ncahigherlearningcommission.org/.  
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The USPAP (presented in full in Appendix C) was designed to articulate both a confirmation of 

the institution’s commitment to assessment and a plan for the collection, interpretation, and 

reporting of assessment data:    

 

Any academic assessment plan must protect the academic freedom of faculty, attend to concerns of data 

privacy, and articulate clear goals and methods. Winona State University’s “Position Statement on 

Academic Assessment Programs” is quite clear in maintaining that the purpose of academic assessment 

programs is to “support and improve student learning” and that assessment data “will not be used for 

faculty or staff evaluation and, in particular, will not be used in making retention, tenure, and 

promotion recommendations or decisions by supervisors or administrators”—a point which the North 

Central Association, along with other professional disciplinary organizations, confirms.11  

 

The primary goal of the USPAP is to articulate a means of collecting, interpreting, and making 

decisions based on data relevant to the University Studies Program in ways that will ultimately  

improve student learning in the program.  The design of the USPAP is one that focuses its 

primary efforts (collection, analysis, and reporting of data) on a cyclical plan that attends to 

each of the program’s requirements.  Each cycle includes two full years’ worth of concentrated 

attention.  In some instances, data collected during one full phase of the cycle (e.g. in the first 

year of Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing) may be used as baseline data for comparison 

with other data sets (e.g. in the Writing Flag).   

 

Concurrent with this scheduled, ongoing, and cyclical assessment, the University’s Office of 

Assessment and Institutional Research administers two related instruments, the Collegiate 

Assessment of Academic Progress (CAAP) and the Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA), 

both of which are designed to provide a more comprehensive evaluation of student learning.  

The aims and results of these measures are discussed in separate sections below. 

 

 
Data Collection, Analysis, and Management 
 
The University Studies Program Assessment Plan details the means by which data will be 

collected, analyzed, and managed.  Each USP Area (e.g. “Basic Skills: College Reading and 

                                                 
11 University Studies Program Assessment Plan, Appendix A; available www.winona.edu/usp.   
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Writing”) is assigned its own Faculty Assessment Committee, comprised of faculty from 

courses offered in the area, who are responsible for … 

 
• review and discussion of student learning outcomes in the area, 

• identification or development of mechanisms for data collection, 

• collection of data (using both direct and indirect measures) relevant to the outcomes, 

• analysis of the data, and 

• reporting the results of their efforts to the USS and to program area faculty. 

 

The chairperson of each committee is provided reassigned time in compensation for the task of 

leading the charge and drafting the final committee report.  So as to disperse the work of 

assessment across disciplinary boundaries and a reasonable timeframe, we have established a 

schedule for focusing USP assessment efforts on each area as indicated below: 

 
USP Area/Cycle Faculty Area Committees 
Basic Skills College Reading/Writing Oral Communication Mathematics Phys. Dev. & Wellness 
2004-06 (& 2008-10) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Arts & Sciences Core Humanities Social Science Natural Science Fine & Performing Arts 
2005-07 (& 2009-11) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Unity & Diversity Critical Analysis Science & Social Policy Glob./Multicult. Perspect. Citizenship/Democ. Inst. 
2006-08 (& 2010-12) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Flag Requirements Writing  Oral Communication Mathematics/Statistics Critical Analysis 
2007-09 (& 2011-13) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

 
 

We recognize the value of direct evidence of student learning obtained from course-embedded 

assignments, even as we acknowledge that such may not be available (or assessable) in every 

instance.  With each of these separate undertakings, the committees’ collection of data may 

include … 

 
• authentic artifacts culled from classroom activities, 

• artifacts created specifically for assessment purposes, 

• standardized exams or activities (e.g. the ACT Assessment of English Writing), and/or 

• instructor-specific exams or activities. 

 
The USPAP further advises that while committees may choose to analyze any kind of artifacts 

(from brochures to memoranda to performance) relevant to the area, they should nonetheless 
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note that the traits of the artifact being assessed must remain constant.  With the committees 

formed and assigned to date (as of this writing, those for the Basic Skills and the Arts and 

Science Core), the University Studies Director and Director of Assessment and Institutional 

Research have provided orientation sessions, materials, and consultation to help ensure 

consistency and reliability in data assessment.   

 

Last, each of the committees is assigned the task of delivering a report at the conclusion of each 

two-year cycle, which is expected to address the following: 

 

• a synopsis of improvements or actions implemented based on previous assessments (if 

any); 

• the number and percentage of students involved; 

• a description of the process of data collection and analysis; 

• results of the current-year assessment; and 

• suggestions for improvement or action based on the results. 

 
Our plan is designed with the advice of the Association of American Colleges and Universities’ 

“Ten Tips for Better Assessment.”12  The design of this program of assessment is one that 

divides the labor yet shares the responsibility; that makes assessment ongoing and cyclical; and 

that will ultimately “tell the whole story”—or as much thereof as we can learn in our efforts.  

Furthermore, we have advised our faculty area committees to prioritize their tasks, to look for 

evidence of learning, to focus on improving the quality of learning, to build on what is already 

occurring, and—especially as regards each of their own separate efforts to assess student 

learning in a given USP area—to “not let the perfect be the enemy of the good.”   

 
 
Reporting and Feedback Mechanism 
 
Each assessment committee’s final report is delivered, upon completion, to the University 

Studies Subcommittee and Director, with electronic copies to faculty teaching in the area of the 

USP.  The University Studies Director then, upon final receipt of each area report, compiles a 

                                                 
12 Andrea Leskes and Barbara D. Wright, The Art and Science of Assessing General Education Outcomes.  Washington, DC: 
AAC&U, 2005.  pp. 21-25. 
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biennial report on USP assessment efforts to be forwarded to A2C2, Faculty Senate, and 

Administration, and, as appropriate, to other constituencies or interested parties. 

 

Each of these reports, beginning with the first set due June 1, 2006, will be posted on the USP 

website for any interested party to review.  (The reports from the Basic Skills area committees 

are further included as appendices D.1-D.4 to this report.)  Upon its receipt, the University 

Studies Subcommittee will review and discuss each report, making (if necessary) curricular or 

other recommendations as appropriate.  Furthermore, the “expiration date” of courses approved 

for each area follows by approximately one and one-half years the receipt of each area report; 

these reports will assist departments as they apply for the renewal of USP approval for each of 

their courses. 

 

This mechanism for reporting and feedback is designed to provide all stakeholders with a 

means by which our assessment efforts can be used towards their ultimate goal: improving 

student learning in the program.  In the assessment of University Studies, both direct and 

indirect indicators of student learning are reviewed, as discussed below. 

 

Direct Indicators of Student Learning 
 

Faculty (USP) Area Committees 

 
Eight committees have been formed to date (four each from the Basic Skills and Arts and 

Science Core areas).  Committees assessing the Basic Skills areas of University Studies have 

been at work since October of 2004, and have submitted multiple reports and updates on their 

progress.  The first set of formal reports from these committees are due June 1, 2006.  These 

reports will included as appendices D.1-D.4 in the final version of this report; they will also be 

discussed and reviewed in USS meetings, forwarded to chairpersons and teaching faculty in 

each respective area, and considered as the Basic Skills courses come up for renewal in 2007. 

 

We expect that these committee reports, which will examine enrollment patterns and course-

embedded assessments, will provide a detailed analysis of student learning in each relevant 

area.   
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Collegiate Assessment of Academic Progress (CAAP) 

 
To date, the University Studies Subcommittee has reviewed seven years of data from the 

University’s administration of the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Progress.  The CAAP is 

designed for students who have completed 45-70 credits, and so students who take the test are, 

as a rule, either second-semester sophomores or first-semester juniors. At WSU, about a third 

of eligible students take the test on Assessment Day.   

 

In each of the five modules administered—Writing, Critical Thinking, Mathematics, Scientific 

Reasoning, and  Reading—WSU students taking the tests performed slightly better than 

students whose scores constitute the national average.  (The only exception to the foregoing is 

the 2002 WSU Reading score, which was very slightly below the national average.)  

 

Nevertheless, in all five areas, the 1998 percentiles were greater than the 2004 percentiles.13  Yet 

in all cases, the aforementioned difference is less than two percentile points, and in Writing 

and Math, the difference is statistically negligible.  More noteworthy is the pattern of decline, 

relative to national scores, in the category of Reading.  

 

Writing  Math  Reading 
  National Winona    National Winona    National Winona 
2004 64.5 66.2  2004 58.1 59.5  2004 62.6 62.7 
2003 64.5 65.6  2003 58.3 59.8  2003 62.9 63.3 
2002 64.5 65.2  2002 58.5 59.9  2002 62.9 62.7 
2001 64.3 65.7  2001 58.4 60.1  2001 62.9 64.5 
2000 64.3 65.6  2000 58.1 58.9  1999 62.9 64.8 
1999 64.3 64.8  1999 57.9 58.4  1998 62.9 64.7 
1998 64.4 66.2  1998 57.9 59.8     

            
Critical Thinking  Scientific Reasoning     

  National Winona    National Winona     
2004 62.1 64.2  2004 61.1 63     
2003 62.2 63.5  2003 61.1 61.9     
2002 62.4 63.6  2002 61.1 62.7     
2001 62.4 64.5  2001 61 62.6     
1999 62.3 64.2  1999 60.7 62.2     
1998 62.6 65.9  1998 60.6 63.2     

                                                 
13 CAAP Results provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 11/05.  No data exists for 
Reading, Critical Thinking, and Scientific Reasoning Modules for 2000.   
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A more detailed look at WSU scores compared to national averages reveals the following: 

 
o Writing: No pattern vis-à-vis the national average is readily apparent unless 

one characterizes the pattern as decline, increase, decline, and increase—yet all 
within a range of 1.3 percentile points. 

 
o Math: The only pattern that may be said to emerge vis-à-vis the national 

average is one of decline, increase, and very slight decline holding steady—yet 
all within 1.2 percentile points.  

 
o Critical Thinking: If there is a pattern here, it is one of slight decline in 

performance over the national average—yet all within 2.1 percentile points.  
 
o Scientific Reasoning: The pattern is one of slight decline until 2004, when 

WSU scores crept back to within 0.7 percentile points of the 1998 margin 
above national scores—yet all of this has occurred within the narrow range of 
1.8 percentile points. 

 
o Reading:  The WSU scores’ edge over national averages in this area have 

dropped from 1998-1999.  The decline is very little to 2001, but then more 
dramatic to 2002, a year in which the WSU scores were below the national 
average. In 2003 and 2004, only an iota of improvement has occurred in this 
regard. Though the WSU scores for these years were not below the national 
average, they were only negligibly above it. The pattern that emerges is one of 
slight decline.  

 

Viewing the WSU scores without reference to the average national scores offers a different 

perspective on the data, but the conclusions to be drawn in this regard run parallel to those 

summarized above. In other words, the data for all five areas reflects no dramatic shifts. Indeed, 

in Writing, Math, and Science Reasoning, the 1998 and the 2004 scores are virtually the same, 

and the variation in others are negligible.  A more detailed look at WSU scores in reference to 

WSU scores of other years reveals the following: 

 
o Writing: After a slight dip in 1999 (and despite another in 2002), the WSU 

scores overall rose slowly: the 2004 score is the same as that of 1998. 
 

o Math: The WSU scores dipped slightly in 1999 and 2000, peaked in 2001, but 
have otherwise remained fairly consistent.  

 
o Scientific Reasoning: After 1998, the WSU scores show a slight decline, then a 

slight improvement, then another slight drop, and then in 2004 a small jump 
up to within 0.2 percentile points of the 1998 score. 
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o Critical Thinking: The WSU scores fell slightly in 1999 and 2001, and slightly 
more in 2002 and 2003, but 2004 shows a small increase: the 2004 score is the 
same as that of 1999; both of these years’ scores, though, are below that of 1998. 

 
o Reading: In this area, a trend does suggest itself.  The WSU scores from 1998-

2001 vary little from one another, and they together contrast rather favorably 
with the scores of 2002-2004. Even as the 2003 scores show a slight increase 
from 2002, the scores for 2002 and 2004 represent a decline of 2 percentile 
points from 1998 (2.1 from 1999). 

 

If one were to use these tests as a direct indicator of WSU students’ proficiency in these five 

areas of general education, one would likely conclude that relative to the national average, 

WSU students are doing as well as or slightly better than students across the nation who 

are taking the test.   

 

One would also probably conclude that WSU students’ general-education aptitude 

(insofar as these tests register this aptitude) has held fairly steady over the past seven 

years.  

 

However, the patterns that are perhaps discernible in this data occur in such narrow ranges 

that these patterns may not, after all, be patterns: rather, they may instead be a set of merely 

minor fluctuations stemming from variables beyond the scope of subjects connected to WSU’s 

(prior) general education or (new) University Studies Programs. 

 

The five CAAP test modules that WSU administers correspond only partly to USP 

requirements.  The most correlative categories are arguably Writing and Critical Thinking: we 

have the Basic Skills: College Reading & Writing and two Writing Flags in USP, and we have a 

Critical Analysis category and a Critical Analysis Flag in USP.  Although English 111 does 

address college-level reading skills, the objectives of the course pertain greatly to writing; we 

have no other USP category and no USP flag for reading (presumably because students read a 

lot in all classes).  The CAAP Reading module, then, tests for a skill that USP does not officially 

include, aside from the inclusion of reading skills in English 111.  As regards the CAAP Math 

module, it does correlate to the USP basic-skills requirement in Math, but that is the only 

correspondence.  And as regards Scientific Reasoning, the USP does require two science 
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courses, but whether enough CAAP-criterion students have indeed completed these courses by 

the time that they take the CAAP is open to question.  

 

When and at what pace the USP replaced the former general-education program also raises 

certain questions regarding the WSU CAAP data.  Students who entered WSU under the new 

USP would not have had the opportunity to take the CAAP until Spring 2003, and students 

who entered in the second year of USP’s inception would not have had the opportunity to take 

the CAAP until Spring 2004—the last testing for which CAAP scores are complete.  As a result, 

the most recent WSU CAAP data available to USS represents two groups of students whose 

first years concurred with the first years of the USP.  Since these first couple of years, USP has 

approved many different courses as ones that satisfy either a USP category or flag.  One might 

well say, therefore, that CAAP data since the inauguration of USP must be understood in light 

of the fact that USP had only just begun and, it follows, had not yet reached maturity.  

 

Of course, when the CAAP was implemented, one could legitimately assume that eligible 

students—those having completed 45-70 hours—had completed general education.  (The old 

program was a simple 45-hour requirement, sans prerequisites or integration with a major.)  Yet 

the USP does not encourage students to complete its core requirements prior to undertaking a 

major, and in many cases and instances, USP is designed to complement major programs: a 

student may complete three of four Unity and Diversity requirements, and all of the flag 

requirements, in his or her home department.  The assumption that a student who has 

completed 45 credits has completed general education is, given the design of the new program, 

less warranted than it had been, though still an important distinction to be made in the 

examination’s administration. 

 

Just why USP was instituted should also be considered when one approaches the WSU CAAP 

data and attempts to discern any patterns from 1998 to 2004.  The University Studies Program 

was designed to replace the prior general education program for reasons that have little to do 

with WSU students’ performance on CAAP tests or their proficiency in general-education 

areas.  The USP was developed to remedy certain problems and enhance students’ learning 

experiences in certain ways that address a scope of concerns much broader than whether or not 

WSU students fare well on standardized general-education tests.  
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This concern regarding the viability of a standardized test is one that is under discussion 

nationwide: 

 

Given the new emphasis on standardized testing in the schools, many observers are asking whether such 

testing should now become the gold standard for quality assessment in higher education.  On 

educational grounds, AAC&U has taken a stand against the view that standardized tests are the best 

way to assess students’ learning gains and level of accomplishment over their several years of college.14   

 

The AAC&U’s position allows that such tests may be helpful as a supplement to, but not a 

replacement for, curriculum-embedded assessments.  The best evidence of students’ level of 

achievement on liberal education outcomes, they note, will come “from assessment of students 

authentic and complex performance of their most advanced studies.”  Yet they note that 

standardized testing has, at best, a supplementary role in the assessment of student learning, 

one that may be helpful in determining readiness for college work or comparing local results 

against national norms. 

 

Since the administration of the CAAP was implemented for reasons that are only tangentially 

related to the design of the USP, and since the instrument itself correlates only incidentally 

with the requirements of the USP, we can conclude that the instrument has not yet served the 

purpose of assessing University Studies well enough to continue its administration for that 

purpose alone.  (We note, however, that it may provide more fruitful data in the years to come, 

and that its continued administration may well serve other purposes of value to the 

institution.)  The subcommittee is exploring the possibility of other standardized exams that 

might play a functional supplemental role in USP assessment, but has come primarily to 

recognize that any such instrument will be of limited value.  After seven years of 

implementation of the CAAP, we have learned that our student test-takers perform about as 

well as, and often slightly better than, their peers nationwide on that instrument.15  But at the 

                                                 
14 Association of American Colleges and Universities, Liberal Education Outcomes: A Preliminary Report on Student 
Achievement in College.  Washington, DC: AAC&U, 2005.  p. 10. 
15 Data from the 2006 implementation of the CAAP exam was made available just as this portion of the report was 
completed.  Initial review of those results suggests that the 2006 performance on all modules was lower, slightly (by 
one-tenth to eight-tenths of a percentile range), and within the range of fluctuation seen both in the 1998-2004 
results and following slight deviations in national norms. 
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same time, these results do not lead towards the ultimate goal of assessment: improving 

student learning. 

 

Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) 

 

In the fall of 2005, WSU undertook participation in the Council for Aid to Education’s 

Collegiate Learning Assessment, sponsored by the Lumina Foundation, with a sample of first-

year students from selected orientation sections participating in the initial round of 

assessment.  Then, in the spring semester of 2006, randomly selected seniors were invited to 

complete the assessment; participating students were paid for their efforts.   

 

The Collegiate Learning Assessment, according to the Lumina foundation … 

 

begins with conceptions of collegiate quality that are based on improvements in student learning, with 

three key elements serving as the project’s foundation: the institution, value added, and campus 

comparisons. 

 

Institution: The CLA uses the institution (rather than the individual student) as the primary unit of 

analysis. This means that the focus is on how the institution as a whole contributes to student 

development. Therefore, the CLA does not present another high-stakes test for individual students, but 

rather it aggregates the information to better understand the institution’s role in promoting learning. 

 

Value Added:  The CLA focuses on the value added provided by colleges and universities. When 

institutional quality is based solely on the students’ scores on entrance examinations, there is no way to 

know what was learned after they matriculated; again, when student ability is only measured upon 

graduation, there is no way to determine the students’ relative growth without knowing their starting 

point. It is only by comparing what students know when they start college with what they know when 

they finish that it is possible to assess the learning that actually occurred while in college. 

 

Comparisons:  This approach also allows for inter-institutional comparisons of overall value added. 
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CLA results can be combined with institutional data to determine factors that promote student 

learning and growth.16 

 

As of this writing, results from the Fall 2005 examination of first-year students had just been 

received from the Council for Aid to Education.  The results place our students at the range of 

“the same as what would be expected given (1) their SAT scores and (2) the general 

relationship between CLA and SAT scores at other institutions.”17  As the CLA is intended as a 

longitudinal study, however, and one we have only very recently initiated, we will need to see 

patterns of data emerge from the instrument before taking any action based on the results 

provided.  Further, we are at present uncertain of either the value or the future of the CLA on 

campus, especially as regards the assessment of University Studies.  It may well be, of course, 

that we learn from its findings information that could be potentially relevant to our assessment 

of University Studies.  At the same time, the instrument itself—as well as students’ motivations 

for completing it successfully—is one that will need to be examined closely.  Most of the 

literature on the assessment of writing, for instance, cautions against making inferences based 

on works composed in single settings or short periods of time (a condition our own local 

assessment of writing has foregone), preferring instead either multiple measures or embedded 

assessments produced over a period of time.  Whether or not the CLA will be able to provide us 

with reliable, purposeful data regarding our students’ writing abilities—or their critical 

thinking or analytical reasoning abilities (the others measured by the test)—remains to be 

seen. 

 

The direct indicators of student learning likely to provide the greatest detail of insight into our 

students’ learning are likely to be those examined and reviewed by the Faculty Area 

Committees working on specific USP area requirements under the auspices of the USP 

Assessment Plan.  The value of direct indicators such as the CAAP and CLA , both intended to 

provide more summative assessments of student learning related to liberal education outcomes, 

remains for now uncertain. 

 

                                                 
16 Council for Aid to Education, “About the CLA (Collegiate Learning Assessment) Project.”  Available: www.cae.org.  
17 Council for Aid to Education, Collegiate Learning Assessment: Interim Institutional Report for Winona State University, p.8. 
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Indirect Indicators of Student Learning 
 
 

While indirect indicators of student learning are likely to surface as a result of the Faculty Area 

Committees working to assess the various USP requirements, our Office of Assessment and 

Institutional Research has traditionally administered surveys to our students with items 

addressing their general education experience at WSU. 

 

Among the many surveys and other assessment instruments administered, along with the 

CAAP and the CLA on Assessment Day, is a set of questions regarding the development of skills 

and the quality of instruction.  These questions further ask students to compare their 

perspectives on skill development and instructional quality between their selected major and 

their general education experience, as the tables below indicate.  The number and percentage of 

responses indicated as those presented as “Significant”: the strongest response available to 

students in the four-item scale (students respond as “Slight”; “Insignificant”; “Moderate”; or 

“Significant). 

 

While the survey questions can be used to consider a wide range of programming, well beyond 

the scope of University Studies, they do provide insight into students’ perceptions of their 

learning, especially as regards the Basic Skills area of the program.  These indirect indicators of 

student learning are not intended to suffice as evidence themselves of “what our students 

know,” but merely instead a reflection of their professed knowledge and abilities.   

 

The general information collected from students on Assessment Day via the survey 

questionnaires is self-reported and, as such, is approached for the purposes of this report from a 

qualitative perspective rather than a strict quantitative perspective.  We have chosen to focus 

on those indicators most directly relevant to Basic Skills coursework.  Seven of the 25 responses 

in the “General Education” section showed a “trend up” from 2001 through 2005 (see below18).  

Three of those responses directly relate to University Studies Basic Skills coursework: 1) 

College Reading and Writing; 2) Oral Communication; or 3) Mathematics and Statistics. 

 

                                                 
18 Data provided by WSU Office of Assessment and Institutional Research, 11/05. 
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An additional three responses were identified as skills that should result from the USP Basic 

Skills courses.  The data demonstrated an overall trend up with a “dip” in either year 2002 or 

2003.  This data would suggest that the student’s perception of his/her abilities with respect to 

a number of basic skill indicators has increased over time. 

 
Students’ Perceptions of Skill Development: General Education 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total 

Data Provided by WSU 
Assessment Office Students Reporting “Significant” (Highest of 5 Choices) Development of Skill 

Number 
Responding Percentage N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Writing skills 108 26.3 165 26.7 209 26.9 265 27.7 276 32.1 1023 28.3 
Presentational skills 118 28.8 187 30.3 260 33.4 350 36.6 340 39.6 1255 34.7 
Math and statistical 
reasoning 61 14.9 90 14.6 155 19.9 200 20.9 188 21.9 694 19.2 
Draw conclusion from 
weighing facts 96 23.4 175 28.4 218 28.0 285 29.8 283 32.9 1057 29.2 
Scientific knowledge and 
skills 76 18.5 141 22.9 189 24.3 241 25.2 254 29.6 901 24.9 
Computer and info. tech 
skills 91 22.2 138 22.4 198 25.4 268 28.0 283 32.9 978 27.0 
Keep an open mind to new 
ideas 108 26.3 182 29.5 264 33.9 331 34.6 312 36.3 1197 33.1 
Locate, review, organize 
info 97 23.7 217 35.2 253 32.5 326 34.1 329 38.3 1222 33.7 

Think and reason creatively 
107 26.1 189 30.6 217 27.9 321 33.5 296 34.5 1130 31.2 

Critical listening skills 89 21.7 120 19.4 201 25.8 260 27.2 262 30.5 932 25.7 
 

 

Since a major goal of University Studies is to reinforce the Basic Skills of writing, speaking, 

analysis, and mathematics in upper-division coursework, the same ten responses provided by 

students in the major were examined in the table below.  The student population responding to 

this portion of the survey was at a different classification level than that of the students 

responding to the general education survey, and it is not possible from this data to determine 

when the students responding to the “Major” survey actually had completed the USP 

requirements.  Nonetheless, we did observe upward and downward movement in the data 

provided by the majors that was not present in the data provided by the students in the general 

education survey: this movement was, interestingly, a feature of all ten of the responses.  This 

movement may simply be attributable to variation within the data and ultimately may not 
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indicate any type of result which could be validated.  However, emerging patterns may provide 

insight into future data collection preferences. 

 
 

Students’ Perceptions of Skill Development: Major 
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total 

Data Provided by WSU 
Assessment Office Students Reporting “Significant” (Highest of 5 Choices) Development of Skill 

Number 
Responding Percentage N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Q1 Writing skills 34 26.8 58 28.9 88 32.1 116 30.1 110 34.2 406 31.0 
Q2 Presentational skills 50 39.4 87 43.3 135 49.3 152 39.4 143 44.4 567 43.3 
Q3 Math and statistical 
reasoning 25 19.7 44 21.9 65 23.7 66 17.1 74 23.0 274 20.9 
Q4 Draw conclusion from 
weighing facts 59 46.5 85 42.3 134 48.9 138 35.8 124 38.5 540 41.2 
Q5 Scientific knowledge and 
skills 33 26.0 66 32.8 94 34.3 95 24.6 97 30.1 385 29.4 
Q6 Computer and info. tech 
skills 41 32.3 60 29.9 85 31.0 94 24.4 92 28.6 372 28.4 
Q7 Keep an open mind to 
new ideas 42 33.1 96 47.8 126 46.0 151 39.1 137 42.5 552 42.1 
Q8 Locate, review, organize 
info 74 58.3 105 52.2 154 56.2 163 42.2 153 47.5 649 49.5 
Q9 Think and reason 
creatively 50 39.4 97 48.3 145 52.9 162 42.0 142 44.1 596 45.5 
Q10 Critical listening skills 32 25.2 81 40.3 109 39.8 121 31.3 127 39.4 470 35.9 

 

 

In an effort to unveil any possible trend the response percentages (Q1-Q10) were graphed as a 

function of year reported (see chart below).  Interestingly, all responses have the same general 

shape over time.  This is the type of curve one might expect if a system is trying to come to an 

“equilibrium” state.  The integration of the basic skill components into the major courses is a 

difficult and complicated process.  Restructuring curriculum in new and semi-consistent ways 

to provide students across the entire university the opportunity to have strong, coordinated 

educational experiences is an undertaking of significant scope, and one might reasonably 

surmise that the curve indicates a period of adjustment to the implementation of USP 

requirements in both the Basic Skills and the Flag courses intended to reinforce them. 
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Pattern of All “Significant” Survey Module Responses 
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The ten questions examined may be grouped into two categories: Group 1 (Q1 Writing skills, 

Q3 Math and statistical reasoning, Q5 Scientific knowledge and skills, Q6 Computer and 

information technology skills); and Group 2 (Q2 Presentational skills, Q4 Draw conclusion 

from weighing facts, Q7 Keep an open mind to new ideas, Q8 Locate, review, organize 

information, Q9 Think and reason creatively, Q10 Critical listening skills).   

 

Our analysis of Group 1 may indicate that two of the basic skills (Writing Skills and Math and 

statistical reasoning) are not being as explicitly integrated into the major’s curriculum from the 

student’s perspective as was envisioned by the University Studies Program.  This question is 

one we will continue as the Faculty Area Committees report on these areas in the near future.  

On the other hand, our analysis of Group 2 may indicate students are reporting greater 

confidence to express their thinking and increased presentational skills.  One question that 

comes to mind immediately is: What is the substantive level of this new willingness to talk 

relative to the content?  More importantly, is such confidence a function of the Basics Skills 
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courses, one of the Flag courses, of both, or of other causes?  Such concerns may be ultimately 

unresolvable but nonetheless provide one of the key questions for our ongoing assessment of 

University Studies and its integration with the majors. 

 

With respect to the data at hand, although there appears to be an overall downward trend 

initially, the data for the next two to three cycles might determine if this “pattern” continues or 

if it is revealed instead simply as “background noise” in the data.  In addition, it may be 

important to major programs to understand what factors may be influencing their majors’ 

perceptions of their skills development.  For example why was there the relative increase in 

2003 or the decrease in 2004?  What factors could have contributed to these shifts?  Why are 

students feeling more confident in expressing their thinking, but less confident in what they 

have to say or what they write?   

 

As we conclude our short review of the indirect evidence of student learning in University 

Studies, we observe the potential of this data to affirm—or complicate—our findings from the 

Faculty Area Committees and other direct indicators of student learning.  Its value lies 

primarily in its ability to supplement other, more direct evidence, of student learning, rather 

than as data that demonstrates by itself the quality or extent of such.  Future assessment will 

need to address the fact that these surveys do not provide any points of comparison with other 

institutions or national trends, such as those indicated by the National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE).   

 

A second concern is that the local survey design aims to contrast “general education” with the 

major, a point of contrast that may be unnecessary.  Our model of liberal education (like that 

promoted by the AAC&U’s LEAP initiative) requires both of the baccalaureate degree and aims 

to integrate, at least to some extent, one with the other.  As such, direct comparisons between 

the two, given the overlap of requirements and the design of the program, may foster a notion of 

competing interests rather than one of coordinated efforts.  Still, there exist patterns of data 

that suggest areas of concern: for instance, a number of indicators relative to the quality of 

instruction pale for general education in comparison to that of the major.  And a consistent 

disparity in the study habits between male and female students in general education courses 

has been observed as well.  As we continue our ongoing assessment of the program, it will be 
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our task to examine more closely the results of the surveys, to re-examine their design, and to 

consider potential alternatives.   

 
 
Evidence of Implementation of the Plan 
 
As evidence of the implementation of our assessment plan for University Studies, we list the 

following accomplishments: 

 

 USPAP approved and implemented, 2003-04. 

 CAAP administered, 1998-. 

 USPAP faculty area committees formed for Basic Skills, 2004-. 

 Basic Skills assessment underway with progress reports, 2004-. 

 CLA administered, 2005-. 

 USPAP faculty area committees formed for Arts & Science Core, 2005-. 

 USS review of AIR data on CAAP, CLA, availability, retention, and other indirect 

data, 2005-. 

 Compilation of this report, 2006. 

 Receipt of Basic Skills reports, (scheduled for June) 2006. 

 

We recognize that assessment of general education is an ongoing, complex, and important 

undertaking, and with that in mind, we foresee the following as the next steps in our 

continued assessment of University Studies: 

 

 Review and discussion of Basic Skills reports, 2006-. 

 Expiration and renewal of Basic Skills courses, 2007. 

 Arts & Science Core assessment underway, 2006-. 

 Receipt of Arts & Science Core reports, 2007. 

 Expiration and renewal of Arts & Science Core courses, 2008. 

 Continued review of AIR instruments and data, 2006-. 

 USPAP faculty area committees formed for Unity & Diversity area, 2007-. 
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Beyond these most immediate and required goals for our continued assessment of the 

University Studies Program, though, we intend also to review and monitor the sources of data 

we describe above, in particular, our AIR surveys of students, the CAAP exam, and the 

Collegiate Learning Assessment.  None of these has been instituted at the behest of the 

University Studies Subcommittee, integrated within its original design, nor, to our thinking, 

wholly purposeful as a measure of our students’ learning within the program.  As we have 

reviewed the data from each in preparation of this report, we have begun to question both the 

efficacy of the data culled and the investment of resources they require of our institution.  It 

may well be the case that at best, each instrument can answer only a part of the question “How 

well do our students learn?”  As we begin and continue to receive reports from Faculty Area 

Committees examining each of the area requirements in University Studies, it will be to our 

advantage to examine the inter-relationships between the data and conclusions of these reports 

and those of the other instruments we employ. 
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Conclusion: Ongoing and Planned USP Activities and Assessment 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

As we conclude this report, we note, first, the number of demonstrated improvements made, 

based on available evidence, in the design and implementation of the program; second, the 

schedule and purpose of ongoing assessment of the program; and third, recently proposed 

and/or implemented new innovations in the delivery of the program. 

 

 
Demonstrated Improvements 

 

After review of the available data, both from the years immediately prior to and those 

concurrent with the implementation of the University Studies Program, we are confident that 

the new program features numerous improvements over its predecessor. 

 

The design of the program itself is intended to … 

 
• parallel national trends and initiatives in liberal education outcomes; 

• articulate student learning outcomes both for the program and for each of its 
requirements; 

• provide both traditional disciplinary knowledge and contemporary thematic 
electives; 

• encourage depth of study as well as breadth; 

• include numerous opportunities for advanced learning; 
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• integrate basic skills with a major field of study; 

• require a rigorous proposal and review process for all included courses; 

• include both a cyclical plan for assessing student learning and a renewal process 
based on the results of that plan; 

• provide continuity in leadership and oversight; 

• and coordinate purposefully with the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum. 

 
 

We note also that every one of these improvements was implemented, as detailed in Section III 

of this report, without jeopardizing retention or graduation rates, course availability, student 

performance on available assessment instruments, or basic skills completion rates.  (Indeed, 

much of the available data suggest that the implementation coincided with slight gains in these 

areas.)  Redesigning a program whose scope includes every department, nearly all faculty, a vast 

number of administrative and student support staff, and—most importantly—every WSU 

student is no simple undertaking, and the university community deserves credit for the 

successful redesign and implementation of the new curriculum.   

 

The results of our Faculty Area Committees dedicated to assessing each of the course and flag 

requirements are not scheduled to provide results until later this year (beginning in June of 

2006).  As a result, we cannot yet point to curricular or pedagogical improvements based 

exclusively on this particular avenue of assessment.  Yet we eagerly await the receipt of these 

reports and anticipate the potential improvements they predict.  And we nonetheless observe 

some substantial improvements based on other data. 

 

Foremost among these improvements has been the proposal and offering of new electives 

designed explicitly to foster the outcomes of the University Studies Program.  To name but a 

few, Mass Communication 115, Photography Appreciation; English 211, Writing in 

Communities; Chemistry 190, Forensic Chemistry; Biology 109, Microbes and Society; and 

Communication Studies 291, Topics in Multicultural Communication, are all new courses 

designed for inclusion in the categories of Fine and Performing Arts, Contemporary 

Citizenship, Critical Analysis, Science and Social Policy, and Multicultural Perspectives, 
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respectively.  We recognize and appreciate the willingness of the faculty to develop courses 

that have become, in these and many other instances, integral to the program. 

 

Also among the improvements has been the substantial increase in the availability and 

completion of Basic Skills courses.  We noted in Section III the considerable problem faced by 

WSU in the late 1990s, when far fewer students than today could complete these requirements 

in their first year.  We also noted the remarkable progress in providing necessary seats and 

sections in this area so that students could complete the requirements as the program intends: 

by the end of the first year, most ideally, and certainly prerequisite to their upper-division 

electives carrying the University Studies flag designation. 

 
 
 
Ongoing Assessment 

 

As noted in Section IV, the design of the USP Assessment Plan features the ongoing and cyclical 

assessment of each of the Program’s requirements.  We begin the review of Faculty Area 

Committee reports this coming fall semester, following the receipt of reports from the Basic 

Skills areas of College Reading and Writing, Oral Communication, Mathematics, and Physical 

Development and Wellness.  Reports from committees assessing the Arts and Science Core, 

Unity and Diversity, and Flag course offerings follow in each subsequent year. 

 

Based on our review of the data collected from institutional surveys of student engagement and 

measures of academic progress, the University Studies Subcommittee has begun the task of 

determining which kinds of other measures might best provide supplemental data for the 

ongoing assessment of the program.  At best, our data from the Collegiate Assessment of 

Academic Progress, for instance, indicate only the degree of success our students achieve on 

that particular instrument itself, and not the degree of success demonstrated with the USP’s 

student learning outcomes.  The USS is undertaking the review of measures that might provide 

better indications of our students’ learning and engagement. 
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Innovations in Delivery 
 
Last, we note that Winona State has in the last three years been engaged in a campus-wide 

initiative to reconsider our established practices, research new paradigms in teaching and 

learning, and develop new programming that will engage ourselves and our students as 

partners in a shared enterprise.  This initiative—known first as the “New University,” then as 

the “Winona Experience,” and now as “Learning in the 21st Century”19—has resulted in a 

number of innovative programs that have the potential to further enhance student learning in 

the University Studies Program. 

 

The First-Year Experience features a pilot redesigning the introductory Orientation 100 

course, Introduction to Higher Education, as a three-credit interdisciplinary seminar to be 

offered for University Studies credit.  Concurrent with national trends in first-year 

programming, the pilot version of the new seminar will continue to provide the transitional 

programming of OR 100 but also aim to integrate students within the fabric and the discourse 

of university life.  The First-Year Experience also has brought faculty to work with orientation 

leaders, advisors, staff, administrators, and others to focus on improving the quality of 

experience for all of our incoming students. 

 

The Common Book Pilot Program, currently in its first year and aligned with the First-Year 

Experience, provides incoming students with a shared substantive intellectual experience.  In 

the initial year of the pilot, over 1,000 students read the current selection in a first-year course 

(primarily English 111, Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing) and attended related 

programming.   The initiative will continue to be piloted for a second year, with the goal of 

greater adoption in a wider variety of University Studies courses and stronger connections to 

other interdisciplinary and extracurricular programming. 

 

Third, a number of service-learning, travel-study, study-abroad, and experiential learning 

initiatives have developed under the Learning in the 21st Century aegis.  These initiatives 

number too many to mention in detail, but a host of them are aligned with University Studies 

requirements and outcomes.  Whether undertaking service projects in the local community, 

                                                 
19 http://www.winona.edu/21stcentury/.  
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exploring the terrain, history, and peoples of the Northern Great Plains, studying commerce or 

culture in Australia, or examining the works to be performed at the summer’s Great River 

Shakespeare Festival, WSU students involved in these activities do so largely in courses 

approved for inclusion in the University Studies Program.  Additionally, recent L21 funding has 

been approved for the development of interdisciplinary coursework fostering the integration of 

the arts and sciences. 

 

Last, the Residential College offers two initiatives directly involving University Studies 

coursework and is in the process of developing a third.  The Residential College offers the 

university’s Learning Communities programming, grouping and connecting USP courses with 

shared thematic foci on such topics as “The River” and “Gender and Culture.”  Secondly, a 

recently proposed series of “Alex (Bud) Yard Courses” will provide students and faculty in 

designated USP courses a budget to address the needs of the community or explore a timely 

topic in an unusual way.   Last, and in development, the Residential Scholars Program is 

designed to develop scholars-in-residence through a multi-year program focusing on civic 

participation, community engagement, and student-faculty research.  Featuring an integrated 

curriculum with strong connections to the community, it provides a unique learning 

environment with a permeable class structure and schedule.  The curriculum of the program 

will be designed to satisfy several University Studies objectives. 

 

These new innovations, most of which will be offered within the existing structure of the 

University Studies Program, bode well for its future.  The program as designed allows both the 

desired range of electives for novice students and the focused, experiential, and connected 

programming its more innovative initiatives provide allow.  With its design and 

implementation complete and its assessment underway, we look forward to the future, both in 

the ongoing review of assessment data and in the further development of the innovations listed 

immediately above.  Each of these aims to foster continuity, coherence, engagement, and 

success in our students’ achievement of liberal education outcomes, and we eagerly await the 

results of our efforts. 



University Studies Program Overview 

 

The University Studies Program of Winona State University provides a broad base of skills and 
knowledge to equip students for informed, responsible citizenship in a changing world. It thereby 
distinguishes a college degree from a technical or occupational training program certificate. The program 
provides opportunities for students to evaluate their cultural and 
social inheritance critically, to think scientifically in both the 
natural and social spheres, to think beyond the boundaries of their 
own culture, and to understand the expressive arts. It also 
enhances reasoning, analytic, and communication skills that 
students will need to perform well in a wide range of occupations 
and post-graduate programs. Finally, the program provides the 
opportunity for students to explore how an understanding of the 
connections among these diverse bodies of skill and knowledge 
enhance their ability to live well and ethically in the contemporary 
world. 

All students, including transfer students, must complete the 
University Studies Program in order to graduate from Winona State Un
general education requirement has been waived because of receipt of an Associate of Arts Degree from
community college or completion of the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum at another institution must 
nevertheless successfully complete the University Studies Program flag requirements explained be
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University Studies Program Overview 

I. Governance Structure 

A. University Studies Subcommittee 

The University Studies Subcommittee (USS) is a standing subcommittee reporting to the 
Academic Affairs and Curriculum Committee (A2C2). The USS will consist of representation 
from each college and from the English, Communication Studies, and Mathematics/Statistics 
Departments. The members will be drawn from among the members and alternate members 
of A2C2. A2C2 will elect the members. Members will serve staggered three-year terms. The 
Director of the University Studies Program will be a non-voting ex-officio member of the USS 
and will chair the committee. 

B. University Studies Director 

1. The responsibilities of the Faculty Director are as follows: 

a. oversee the final stage of implementing the University Studies Program; 

b. serve as chair and ex-officio non-voting member of the University Studies 
Subcommittee of A2C2; 

c. oversee the section(s) of the catalog devoted to the University Studies Program; 

d. direct production and distribution of publicity materials concerning university 
studies to faculty and students; 

e. direct dissemination of University Studies Program objectives and purpose in the 
First Year Orientation course; 

f. coordinate with Faculty Development programming related to development of Unity 
and Diversity courses and implementation of the upper division flag requirements; 

g. coordinate assessment of the program with the university Assessment Coordinator. 

h. advocate for team teaching possibilities in University Studies courses. 

2. Qualifications: The candidate must be a full time member of the Winona State 
University faculty. 

3. Compensation: The faculty director will receive 3/8 reassigned time for the academic 
year. 

4. Term: The term of appointment is 3 years, and is open for renewal. 

 

II. Departments, Disciplines and Course Placement 

A. Upper division courses and courses with prerequisites are permitted in the University 
Studies Program. 

B. Courses in the Arts and Sciences Core may be taken from a single department. 
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C. In the Arts and Sciences Core it is understood that departments and programs excluded from 
the list of departments normally associated with the areas of study may submit courses for 
approval in those core areas. 

D. Courses in the Basic Skills or Unity and Diversity categories may fulfill both major and 
University Studies requirements. Students can use a course to meet requirements in any 
major, minor, option or concentration requiring the course. However, students may not use a 
course in her/his major to meet an Arts and Sciences Core requirement unless it is an 
additional requirement. Those courses are noted under the Major Requirements with an 
asterisk *. (Credit earned in the course counts only once toward the minimum 128 semester 
credits required for graduation.) 

E. A course may be approved to satisfy only one set of outcomes. 

F. Students may not fulfill more than one Course Requirement with a single course. 

G. Approved sequences of courses may be used to satisfy a University Studies Program 
requirement. 

H. Flagged courses will normally be upper division courses within the student’s major. A course 
may carry only one flag per 3 semester credits. 

  

III. Transfer Policy 

A. Successful completion of the WSU University Studies Course Requirements fulfills the 
requirements of the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum. 

B. Students transferring to WSU with an associate degree (i.e. A.S. or A.A.S.) from an accredited 
Minnesota community college, non-Minnesota community college or any four-year college or 
university can normally anticipate that they will meet the WSU University Studies Course 
Requirements once they have completed a total of 40 semester hours. Those 40 hours must 
include humanities, the natural sciences and social sciences (as defined by WSU) and include 
coursework equivalent to the courses required in the basic skills. (Drawn from current WSU 
catalog.) 

C. Transfer students who receive a waiver of the University Studies Course Requirements must 
complete the Flag requirements in the University Studies Program. 

  

IV. Course Approval Process 

The USS will review courses submitted by departments for inclusion in the University Studies 
Program. Courses will receive approval for a fixed period. Approval will automatically expire if 
the course is not submitted for review before the end of that fixed period. In order to stagger 
workload, in the first round of review the length of the fixed period will vary from 4 to 6 years. 
Thereafter, the fixed period will be 6 years. 

A. Required Courses 

1. Course proposals must address all specified outcomes. 
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2. The course proposal must include documentation of Course Requirements and learning 
activities designed to meet the course outcomes specified for the area. 

3. The course proposal must include a course description that clearly identifies the course 
as a University Studies Course and the Course Requirement which it satisfies. 

4. The course description should include information directed to the student which clearly 
identifies course activities and assignments that address the course outcomes. 

5. Course sequences may be submitted for approval to satisfy the area requirements. In this 
case, it must be demonstrated that the relevant outcomes are met across the approval 
must be submitted for all courses in the sequence. Note: The University Studies Program 
requirement is met when the course sequence is successfully completed. Students will 
not receive University Studies credit for partial completion of an approved course 
sequence. 

6. The USS may request other material (e.g., textbooks) for review in evaluating course a 
proposal. 

7. The USS may request additional information for re-approval. 

  

B. Flagged Courses 

1. The USS recognizes that decisions as to which courses meet department flag 
requirements reside with the department offering the courses. Nevertheless, departments 
are required to demonstrate how flagged courses address the relevant outcomes for each 
flag. 

2. Departments should submit course descriptions for flagged courses to the USS and the 
syllabus should clearly identify the course as a course that satisfies a flag requirement 
within the University Studies 

3. The course descriptions for flagged courses should include information directed to 
students which clearly identifies activities and assignments that address the outcomes. 

4. The USS committee has the right to comment on department plans for flagged courses 
and to offer suggestions 

5. No flagged course will satisfy University Studies Course Requirements in the University 
Studies Program. 

V. Implementation Date 

The University Studies Program will be implemented in Fall Semester 2001. 
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UNIVERSITY STUDIES REQUIREMENTS 
  

I. COURSE REQUIREMENTS (46 S.H.) 

A. Basic Skills (12 S.H.) 

1. College Reading and Writing (4 S.H.) 

The purpose of the College Reading and Writing requirement is to help WSU students 
increase their critical reading, thinking, and writing skills. The course will help students 
develop a mature writing style and an ability to integrate material from multiple sources 
with their own writing. The course will further emphasize writing as essential to academic 
learning and intellectual development. Only approved courses offered by the Department of 
English can be used to satisfy the University Studies requirements for Basic Skills in College 
Reading and Writing. 

The course is designed to establish a foundation for the reading and writing done in later 
college courses, supporting a larger writing-across-the-curriculum educational experience; 
therefore, students should take it as soon as possible, preferably in their first year and 
certainly no later than their third semester. 

The course must include requirements and learning activities that promote students’ 
abilities to... 

a. read challenging texts that reflect important cultural themes and demand critical 
thinking; 

b. analyze the rhetoric and structure of (their own and others’) arguments; 

c. summarize and critique examples of mature expository and argumentative prose; 

d. revise through multiple drafts and critical readings to create and complete successful 
essays; 

e. formulate intelligent claims and make purposeful, appropriate documented use of 
authoritative sources as supporting evidence; 

f. make use of basic tools of research, such as general indexes, periodicals, and on-line 
databases; 

g. construct coherent essays based on reading, interpreting, analyzing, critiquing, and 
synthesizing texts; 

h. adapt the structure, content, and tone of their writing to the knowledge and attitudes 
of their audience; 

i. use vivid, concrete language; concise, varied sentences; unified, cohesive paragraphs; 
gender inclusive English; and a college-level vocabulary; and 

j. proofread, edit, and correct their final copy for common errors of spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization, and usage. 
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2. Oral Communication (3 S.H.) 

The purpose of the basic Oral Communication requirement is to provide all students 
with the knowledge and experience required to enable them to become highly competent 
communicators by the time they graduate. A goal of he Oral Communication course in the 
University Studies program is to produce students who are skilled at expressing their ideas 
effectively, and who are skilled at interacting with others in dyadic and group contexts. 

The basic Oral Communication course should be viewed as a starting point, supporting a 
larger communication-across-the-curriculum program educational experience. Only 
approved courses offered by the Department of Communications Studies can be used to 
satisfy the University Studies requirements for Basic Skills in Oral Communications. Students 
should complete the class during their first two years. 

These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. deliver a self-prepared speech in a public setting with a reasonable level of 
competency; 

b. demonstrate the basic principles for organizing ideas appropriately for 
accomplishing informative and persuasive communication objectives; 

c. understand and demonstrate the principles of rhetorical sensitivity and effective, 
audience-centered message adaptation, utilizing gender-neutral English; 

d. locate, use, and correctly cite appropriate evidence in supporting their claims; 

e. demonstrate communication behaviors appropriate for effective comprehensive and 
supportive listening; 

f. understand and be able to apply the communication behaviors appropriate for the 
constructive management of intra-group conflict;°° 

g. understand the skills, roles, and methods of proceeding in task groups in order to 
achieve high levels of motivation, productivity and member satisfaction and to 
obtain high-quality decisions and/or outputs; and 

h. understand the components of the communication process and how they enhance 
and/or hinder the effective exchange of information and ideas. 

3. Mathematics (3 S.H.) 

The purpose of the Mathematics requirement in University Studies is to help students 
develop an appreciation of the uses and usefulness of mathematical models of our world, as 
applied in a variety of specific contexts. Students should complete the requirement as soon as 
possible, preferably in their first year and certainly no later than their third semester. Only 
approved courses offered by the Department of Mathematics and Statistics can be used to 
satisfy the University Studies requirements for Basic Skills in Mathematics. Each of these 
courses must address at least four of the following outcomes. 

                                                 
° Revision approved by A2C2 3.19.2003; WSUFAS 3.31.2003; WSU Administration 4.7.2003. 
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 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. use logical reasoning by studying mathematical patterns and relationships; 

b. use mathematical models to describe real-world phenomena and to solve real-world 
problems - as well as understand the limitations of models in making predictions and 
drawing conclusions; 

c. organize data, communicate the essential features of the data, and interpret the data 
in a meaningful way; 

d. do a critical analysis of scientific and other research; 

e. extract correct information from tables and common graphical displays, such as line 
graphs, scatter plots, histograms, and frequency tables; 

f. express the relationships illustrated in graphical displays and tables clearly and 
correctly in words; and/or 

g. use appropriate technology to describe and solve quantitative problems. 

4. Physical Development and Wellness (2 S.H.) 

The purpose of the Physical Development and Wellness requirement is to provide 
students with fundamental knowledge and practical skills in the areas of lifetime physical 
activity, health awareness and wellness. Such courses offer experiences designed to initiate 
quality lifetime health, nutrition, fitness, leisure and wellness habits in a challenging 
technologically focused and service oriented society. These courses will offer the student the 
opportunity to complement and enhance their educational foundation by learning how to 
live a healthy lifestyle. Only approved courses offered by the Department of Physical 
Education and Recreation or the Department of Health and Human Performance can be used 
to satisfy the University Studies requirements for Physical Development and Wellness. Each 
of these courses must address at least seven of the following outcomes. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. learn skills that will improve the quality and length of their lives; 

b. make proactive choices that lead to a healthier lifestyle; 

c. explore dimensions of personal health promotion and disease prevention; 

d. attain skills necessary to make critical decisions regarding health-related issues; 

e. understand health as multidimensional, involving the whole person’s relationship to 
the total environment; 

f. utilize physical activity to reduce risk of illness and injury and provide relaxation, 
socialization, and balance in their lives; 

g. become intelligent consumers of good healthy habits and information; 

h. enhance creative use of leisure time; 
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i. develop skills consistent with efficient levels of human movement; 

j. become accountable for their health and leisure choices and the impact of those 
choices on self, others, and the environment; and/or 

k. understand basic nutritional considerations that will aid in healthy food choices and 
lifestyles. 

  

B. Arts and Sciences Core (22 S.H.) 

Courses in the Arts and Sciences Core will be taught by faculty drawn from disciplines normally 
identified with those areas. Exceptions to the rule are possible, but they are not normative and 
must be supported by documentation. 

1. Humanities (6 S.H.) 

The purpose of the Humanities requirement in the University Studies program is to 
provide a framework for understanding the nature and scope of human experience. 
Humanities courses explore the search for meaning and value in human life by examining its 
expression in cultural forms and texts, literature and the arts. Courses must be selected from 
an approved list; departments normally included in the Humanities are Art, Communication 
Studies, English, Foreign Languages, History, Music, Philosophy, and Theater and Dance. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. identify and understand specific elements and assumptions of a particular 
Humanities discipline; 

b. understand how historical context, cultural values, and gender influence perceptions 
and interpretations; and 

c. understand the role of critical analysis (e.g. aesthetic, historical, literary, 
philosophical, rhetorical) in interpreting and evaluating expressions of human 
experience. 

2. Social Science (6 S.H.) 

The purpose of the Social Science University Studies requirement is to assist students to 
understand and explain the economic, political, psychological, and sociological perspectives 
regarding human behavior. Courses must be selected from an approved list; departments 
normally included in the Social Sciences are Economics, History, Political Science, 
Psychology, and Sociology (including Geography). 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. understand humans as individuals and as parts of larger social systems; 

b. understand the historical context of the social sciences; 

c. identify problems and frame research questions relating to humans and their 
experience; 
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d. become familiar with the process of theory-building and theoretical frameworks used 
by the social sciences; 

e. understand research methods used in the social sciences; 

f. describe and detail discipline-specific knowledge and its applications; and 

g. understand differences among and commonalties across humans and their 
experience, as tied to such variables as gender, race, socioeconomic status, etc. 

3. Natural Science (with lab - 7 S.H.) 

The purpose of the Natural Science requirement in the University Studies program is to 
provide students with the tools to understand and be able to apply the methods by which 
scientific inquiry increases our understanding of the natural world. Courses must be selected 
from an approved list; departments normally included in the Natural Sciences are Biology, 
Chemistry, Geoscience, and Physics. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. understand how scientists approach and solve problems in the natural sciences; 

b. apply those methods to solve problems that arise in the natural sciences; 

c. use inductive reasoning, mathematics, or statistics to solve problems in natural 
science; 

d. engage in independent and collaborative learning; 

e. identify, find, and use the tools of information science as it relates to natural science; 

f. critically evaluate both source and content of scientific information; and 

g. recognize and correct scientific misconceptions. 

Courses that satisfy the laboratory requirement in the Natural Sciences will additionally 
provide students the opportunity to practice scientific inquiry through hands-on 
investigations and to analyze and report the results of those investigations. 

4. Fine and Performing Arts (3 S.H.) 

Courses in the Fine and Performing Arts area of the University Studies program offer 
opportunities for creative expression. These courses, which have a significant 
experiential/studio component, introduce the student to the creative process. They develop 
basic skills and aesthetic awareness in tandem with a fundamental understanding of artistic 
traditions and contemporary expressions. Courses must be selected from an approved list; 
departments normally included in the Fine and Performing Arts are Art, English, Music, and 
Theater and Dance. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. explore the language, skills, and materials of an artistic discipline; 
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b. use the methods of an arts practitioner to actively engage in creative processes or 
interpretive performances; 

c. understand the cultural and gender contexts of artistic expression; and 

d. engage in reflective analysis of their own art work or interpretive performance and 
respond to the works of others. 

C. Unity and Diversity (12 S.H.) 

It is understood that any academic program or department may explore Unity and Diversity and 
may propose courses to meet the requirements described below. It is further understood that the 
treatment of some of the issues described may require a higher level of understanding, and thus, 
these courses might be offered at any level and might require prerequisites. 

1. Critical Analysis (3 S.H.) 

Critical Analysis courses in the University Studies program are devoted to teaching 
critical thinking or analytic problem-solving skills. These skills include the ability to identify 
sound arguments and distinguish them from fallacious ones. The objective of these courses is 
to develop students’ abilities to effectively use the process of critical analysis. Disciplinary 
examples should be selected to support the development of critical analysis skills. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. evaluate the validity and reliability of information; 

b. analyze modes of thought, expressive works, arguments, explanations, or theories; 

c. recognize possible inadequacies or biases in the evidence given to support arguments 
or conclusions; and 

d. advance and support claims. 

2. Science and Social Policy (3 S.H.) 

The purpose of the Science and Social Policy requirement in the University Studies 
program is to promote studentsí understanding of the interrelated concerns of society and 
the sciences. These courses should integrate issues related to one of the sciences with the 
social and government policy decisions that stem from these issues. Issues might include the 
environment, genetic testing and mapping, applications of technology, etc. They should be 
treated from the perspective of the scientific foundations of the problem and address ethical, 
social, historical, and/or political implications of the issue. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. understand the scientific foundation of the topic; 

b. understand the social, ethical, historical, and/or political implications; 

c. understand and articulate the need to integrate issues of science with social policy; 
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d. evaluate the various policy options relevant to the social dilemmas posed by the 
science; and 

e. articulate, choose among, and defend various policy and/or scientific options to cope 
with the challenges created. 

3. Global OR Multicultural Perspectives (3 S.H.) 

Global Perspectives 

The purpose of the Global Perspectives requirement in University Studies is to improve 
students’ understanding of the growing inter-relatedness of nations, people, and the 
environment, and to enhance students’ ability to apply a comparative perspective to cross-
cultural social, economic, political, spiritual, and environmental experiences. Courses that 
fulfill the global perspectives requirement must address at least two of the following 
outcomes. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. understand the role of the world citizen and the responsibility world citizens share 
for their common global future; 

b. describe and analyze social, economic, political, spiritual, or environmental elements 
that influence the relations between living beings and their environments or between 
societies; and/or 

c. identify and analyze specific global issues, illustrating the social, economic, political, 
spiritual, or environmental differences that may affect their resolution. 

Multicultural Perspectives 

The purpose of the Multicultural Perspectives requirement in University Studies is to 
develop students’ understanding of diversity (gender, ethnicity, race, etc.) within and 
between societies. Courses in this area will help students employ a multicultural perspective 
for examining historical events; contemporary social, economic, and political issues; and 
artistic, literary, and philosophical expressions. Courses that fulfill the Multicultural 
Perspectives requirement must address at least three of the following outcomes. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. demonstrate knowledge of diverse patterns and similarities of thought, values, and 
beliefs as manifest in different cultures;  

b.  understand the extent to which cultural differences influence the interpretation and 
expression of events, ideas, and experiences; 

c. understand the extent to which cultural differences influence the interactions 
between individuals and/or groups; 

d. examine different cultures through their various expressions; and/or 
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e. possess the skills necessary for interaction with someone from a different culture or 
cultural group. 

4. Contemporary Citizenship OR Democratic Institutions (3 S.H.) 

Contemporary Citizenship 

The purpose of the Contemporary Citizenship requirement in University Studies is to 
provide students with the ability to participate as effective citizens in a democratic, 
multicultural, and global society. Courses in this area will focus on developing the skills and 
knowledge base to enhance students’ ability to make effective decisions, pursue personal 
well-being, work collaboratively with others, and/or participate effectively in professional or 
civic responsibilities. Courses that fulfill the Contemporary Citizenship requirement must 
meet at least five of the following outcomes. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. use critical thinking to analyze contemporary issues; 

b. demonstrate effective oral and/or written communication of ideas, informed 
opinions, and/or values; 

c. identify, find, and use tools of information science related to contemporary issues; 

d. demonstrate the ability to work effectively independently and/or in collaborative 
problem-solving groups; 

e. identify principles and applications of personal, civic, and/or economic 
responsibility; understand personal responsibility for lifestyle choices; and/or 

f. participate actively (e.g., class discussion, volunteerism, etc.) in issues significant to 
citizenship in contemporary society. 

Democratic Institutions 

The purpose of the Democratic Institutions requirement in University Studies is to 
provide students with a basic understanding of concepts of social justice, the common good, 
and the legitimate scope of government in democratic and pluralistic society. The 
requirement should also enhance students’ ability to participate in the free exchange of ideas 
and function as a public-minded citizen. Courses that fulfill the Democratic Institutions 
requirement must meet at least five of the following outcomes. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. understand the principles upon which democratic governments are based; 

b. understand the problems of democracy and the conditions that favor or disfavor it; 

c. identify, state, and justify value judgments related to democratic institutions; 

d. understand the nature of non-democratic institutions; 
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e. understand the implications of taking responsibility for the consequences of their 
own actions for democratic institutions; 

f. understand the relation of equal rights to democratic institutions; and/or 

g. understand the need to exercise responsibility for the expression of their ideas. 

  

II. Flag Requirements (12 S.H.) 

Flagged courses will normally be in the student’s major or minor program. Departments will need to 
demonstrate to the University Studies Subcommittee that the courses in question merit the flags. All 
flagged courses must require the relevant basic skills course(s) as prerequisites (e.g., the “College 
Reading and Writing” Basic Skill course is a prerequisite for Writing Flag courses), although 
departments and programs may require additional prerequisites for flagged courses. The University 
Studies Subcommittee recognizes that it cannot veto department designation of flagged courses.  

A. Writing Flag (6 S.H.) 

The purpose of the Writing Flag requirement is to reinforce the outcomes specified for 
the basic skills area of writing. These courses are intended to provide contexts, opportunities, 
and feedback for students writing with discipline-specific texts, tools, and strategies. These 
courses should emphasize writing as essential to academic learning and intellectual 
development. 

Courses can merit the Writing Flag by demonstrating that section enrollment will allow 
for clear guidance, criteria, and feedback for the writing assignments; that the course will 
require a significant amount of writing to be distributed throughout the semester; that 
writing will comprise a significant portion of the students’ final course grade; and that 
students will have opportunities to incorporate readers’ critiques of their writing. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. practice the processes and procedures for creating and completing successful writing 
in their fields; 

b. understand the main features and uses of writing in their fields; 

c. adapt their writing to the general expectations of readers in their fields; 

d. make use of the technologies commonly used for research and writing in their fields; 
and 

e. learn the conventions of evidence, format, usage, and documentation in their fields. 

B. Oral Communication Flag (3 S.H.) 

The purpose of the Oral Communication Flag requirement is to complete the process of 
providing graduates of Winona State University with the knowledge and experience 
required to enable them to become highly competent communicators by the time they 
graduate. 
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Courses can merit the Oral Communication Flag by demonstrating that they allow for 
clear guidance, criteria, and feedback for the speaking assignments; that the course requires a 
significant amount of speaking; that speaking assignments comprise a significant portion of 
the final course grade; and that students will have opportunities to obtain student and faculty 
critiques of their speaking. 

These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. earn significant course credit through extemporaneous oral presentations; 

b. understand the features and types of speaking in their disciplines; 

c. adapt their speaking to field-specific audiences; 

d. receive appropriate feedback from teachers and peers, including suggestions for 
improvement; 

e. make use of the technologies used for research and speaking in the fields; and 

f. learn the conventions of evidence, format, usage, and documentation in their fields. 

C. Mathematics/Statistics OR Critical Analysis Flag (3 S.H.) 

Students will be required to take either a math/statistics-intensive or a critical analysis flagged 
course. The outcomes for the two are listed separately below. 

Mathematics/Statistics Flag 

The purpose of the Mathematics/Statistics Flag course requirement is to reinforce the 
outcomes specified for the basic skills area of mathematics/statistics. These courses are 
intended to provide students with significant practice in applying prerequisite mathematical 
or statistical knowledge. 

Courses can merit the Mathematics/Statistics Flag if students will be required to make 
essential use throughout the semester of mathematical or statistical models appropriate to 
their prerequisite knowledge of those areas, and if the correct use of techniques based on 
such models will comprise a significant portion of a student’s final grade. It is understood 
that mere rote computations, algebraic manipulations, or graphical design without inferential 
content would not merit a Mathematics/Statistics Flag. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. practice the correct application of mathematical or statistical models that are 
appropriate to their prerequisite knowledge of those areas; and 

b. make proper use of modern mathematical or statistical methods appropriate to their 
level of prerequisite knowledge, to include, if statistics is used in a substantive way, 
the use of a statistical package with graphics capability when appropriate. 
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Critical Analysis Flag 

The purpose of the Critical Analysis Flag course requirement is to provide an alternative 
to the Mathematics/Statistics Flag requirement for students majoring in fields that do not 
make significant use of mathematics or statistics. Critical Analysis flagged courses are 
intended to provide students with significant practice in rigorous argument comparable to 
what a student is expected to receive in a Mathematics/Statistics-flagged course. 

Courses can merit the Critical Analysis Flag if students will be required to make essential 
use throughout the semester of proper techniques for analyzing the structure and validity of 
arguments, as opposed to techniques for examining the factual validity of, or the 
psychological or socioeconomic bases for, the premises of an argument; and if a significant 
part of their grade will depend on the proper use of such techniques. 

 These courses must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students’ abilities to... 

a. recognize and evaluate appropriate evidence to advance a claim; 

b. apply critical analytical skills in making decisions or in advancing a theoretical 
position; and 

c. evaluate alternative arguments, decision strategies, or theories within a systematic 
framework. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Approval recommended by WSU FA Academic Affairs and Curriculum Committee on May 3, 2000. Approved by WSU Faculty 
Senate on May 8, 2000, and accepted by Administration at Meet and Confer on May 15, 2000. 

• Modified on September 25, 2002 by Charla Miertschin, A2C2 chair, to reflect changes to IV. Course Approval Process as per FA 
Senate approval on October 1, 2001. 

• Modified on September 29, 2003, by J Paul Johnson, University Studies Director, to reflect change to Course Requirements I.A.2.f. as 
per FA Senate approval on March 3, 2003. 



University Studies Courses Listed in Area Order 

University Studies Codes : 

  

10 Reading and Writing   

11 Oral Communications   

12 Mathematics   

13 Physical Development/Wellness   

14 Humanities   

15 Natural Sciences   

16 Social Sciences   

17 Fine and Performing Arts   

18 Critical Analysis   

19 Science and Social Policy   

20 Global or Multicultural Perspectives   

21 Contemporary Citizenship/Democratic Institutions   

22 Oral Communication Flag   

23 Writing Flag   

24 Mathematics/Logic Flag or Critical Analysis Flag  

  

   
University Studies Courses in Area Order 

  

  University Studies 
Area 

Cod
e Subject Course Title Lab Credit

s 
         
  U Studies-Reading and 
Writing 10 ENG 111 College Rdg/Wrtg   4 

  U Studies-Reading and 
Writing 10 ENG 112 College Rdg/Wrtg(must be 

combined with transfer cr)   1 

  U Studies-Oral 
Communication 11 CMST 191 Intro to Public Speaking   3 

  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 100 Survey of Math   3 
  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 110 Finite Mathematics   3 

  U Studies-
Mathematics  12 MATH  112  Modeling with 

Functions for Business    3  

  U Studies-
Mathematics  12  MATH  115  College Algebra    4  

  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 120 Precalculus   4 
  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 130 Matrix Algebra   3 
  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 140 Applied Calculus   3 
  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 150 Modeling/Precalc&Stat   3 



  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 155 Calculus Based Modeling   3 
  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 160 Calculus I   4 
  U Studies-Mathematics 12 MATH 165 Calculus II   4 
  U Studies-Mathematics 12 STAT 110 Fund of Statistics   3 

  U Studies-
Mathematics  12  STAT 210  Statistics    3 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 HERS 204 Pers & Comm Hlth   3 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 HERS 205 Nutrition for Lifetime   3 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 100 Soccer   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 101 Basketball   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 102 Slow-Pitch Softball   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 103 Racquetball   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 104 Volleyball   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 112 Folk & Square Dance   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 120 Ballroom Dance   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 122 Beginning Swimming   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 123 Swimming & Water Safety   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 134 Skiing   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 135 Weight Training   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 137 Fencing   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 139 Tennis   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 140 Bowling   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 141 Golf   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 142 Badminton   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS/RTT

R 144 Act:   1 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 199 Life Fit:   2 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/PESS 214 Standard First Aid/CPR   2 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/RTTR 239 Outdoor Pursuits   3 

  U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness 13 PER/RTTR 246 Leisure Education in TR   3 



  
U Studies-Phys 
Development/Wellness
  

13  RTTR  145  The Search for Self-Esteem   1  

  U Studies-Humanities  14  ARAB  101  Arabic for Beginners    4  

  U Studies-Humanities  14  ARAB  102  Intro to Arabic Grammar 
and Literature    4  

  U Studies-Humanities 14 ART 109 Intro to Art   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 ART 221 Art History I   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 ART 222 Art History II   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 ART 224 American Art   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 CHIN 101 Beginning Chinese I   4 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 CHIN 102 Beginning Chinese II   4 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 CMST 283 Intro Rhetorical St   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 CMST 289 Gender/Communication   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 ENG 106 ESL:Acad Rdg/Wrtg I   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 ENG 120 Int Lit:   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 ENG 240 Young Adult Literature   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 FREN 101 Elem French I   4 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 FREN 102 Elem French II   4 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 GERM 101 Elem German I   4 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 GERM 102 Elem German II   4 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 HIST 120 West Civ to 1500   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 HIST 121 West Civ 1500-1815   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 HIST 122 West Civ 1815-Present   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 HIST 150 US Hist to 1865   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 HIST 151 US Hist Since 1865   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 HIST 214 The Mississippi River   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 HUM 140 Approaches to Film   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 JPN 101 Beginning Japanese I   4 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 JPN 102 Beginning Japanese II   4 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 MUS 109 Intro to Music   3 

  U Studies-Humanities  14  MUS  112  Musical Culture Along the 
Mississippi River    3 

  U Studies-Humanities 14 MUS 113 Women in Music   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 MUS 122 The Hist of Rock Mus   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 120 Introductory Phil   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 201 Classical Phil   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 230 Moral Theory   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 240 Philosophy of Science   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 260 Problems in Philosophy   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 270 Philosophy of Religion   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 280 Philosophy of Art   3 

  U Studies-Humanities  14 PHIL  290  Intro to War, Peace, and 
Terrorism    3  

  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 301 Early Modern Philosophy   3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 PHIL 302 Contemporary Philosophy   3 
  U Studies-Humanities  14  PHIL  341  Just War Tradition    3 
  U Studies-Humanties  14  RESC  140  Topics in Humanities    3 
  U Studies-Humanities 14 SPAN 101 Elem Spanish I   4 



  U Studies-Humanities 14 SPAN 102 Elem Spanish II   4 

  
U Studies-Humanities 
(Effective Through 
Summer 2006) 

14 THAD 119 Play Reading   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 BIOL 117 Human Biology   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 BIOL 118 General Biology LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science  15 BIOL  125 Art and Science of Fly 

Fishing 
LAB
  4  

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 BIOL 201 Human Anatomy LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 BIOL 203 Natural History LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 BIOL 211 Anat & Phys I LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 BIOL 212 Anat & Phys II LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 BIOL 241 Basics of Life LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 BIOL 242 Organismal Diversity LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 CHEM 100 Chem Appreciation   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 CHEM 106 Chemisty In Our World   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 CHEM 107 Chemistry/World w/lab LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 CHEM 108 Intro General Chemistry LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 CHEM 210 Chem for Health Sciences LAB 5 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 CHEM 212 Prin of Chem I LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 CHEM 213 Prin of Chem II LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 100 MN Rocks & Waters   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 104 Catastrophes & Extinctions   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 105 Astronomy with Lab LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 106 Astronomy   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science  15  GEOS 107  Geology in the National 

Parks    3  

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 110 Oceanography with Lab LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 111 Oceanography   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 115 Meteorology with Lab LAB 4 



  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 116 Meteorology   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 120 Dynamic Earth with Lab LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 121 Dynamic Earth   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 GEOS 130 Earth & Life Through Time LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 PHYS 115 Conceptual Physics LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 PHYS 200 Fundamentals of Aviation   3 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 PHYS 201 General Physics I LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 PHYS 202 General Physics II LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 PHYS 221 University Phys I LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 PHYS 222 University Phys II LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 SCIE 201 Investigative Sci I LAB 4 

  U Studies-Natural 
Science 15 SCIE 203 Investigative Sci III LAB 4 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 CMST 282 Intro to Comm Theory   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 CMST 287 Conflict & Comm   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 ECON 201 Prin of Microecon   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 ECON 202 Prin of Macroecon   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 EDUC/EFRT 303 Hum Dev & Lrn: El Ed 

w/Early Childhood Emp   4 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 EDUC/EFRT 304 Hum Dev & Lrn: Middle 

Level    4 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 EDUC/EFRT 305 Hum Dev & Lrn: Secondary    4 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 GEOG 110 World Regional Geog   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 GEOG 212 Physical Geography   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 GEOG 213 Cultural Geography   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 POLS 120 Intro to Amer Politics   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 POLS 130 Intro to Int'l Relations   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 POLS 150 Intro to Pol Theory   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 POLS 177 Politics and Violence   3 



  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 POLS 221 State/Local Government   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 PSY 210 General Psychology   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 PSY 250 Developmental Psych   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 PSY 325 Social Psychology   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 SOC 150 Introduction to Sociology   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 SOC 205 Social Interaction   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 SOC 212 The Family   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 SOC 216 Social Problems   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 SPED 400 Ed of Except Chld/Youth   3 

  U Studies-Social 
Science 16 WS 148 Intro Women's/Gender Stdy   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 ART 110 Experiencing Art   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 ART 114 2-D Design   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 ART 115 3-D Design   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17  ART  117 Drawing for the Sciences   3  

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 ART 118 Drawing I   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 ART 120 Intro to Ceramics   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 ART 128 Intro to Sculpture   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 ART 130 Intro to Printmaking   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 ENG 222 Intro Creative Writing   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MCOM 115 Photography Appreciation   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 110 Intro to Jazz   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 111 Film Mus:Art Behind Scene   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 120 Intro to Music Theory   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 141 World Music Ensemble   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 143 Women's Chorus   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 233 Piano Ensemble   1 



  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 239 Jazz Combo   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 240 Percussion Ensemble   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 241 Symphonic Wind Ensemble   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 242 Orchestra   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 243 Concert Choir   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 244 Jazz Ensemble   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 247 Woodwind Ensemble   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 320 Music for Elem Tchrs   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 MUS 324 Recreational Music   2 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts  17  RESC  143  Experience and 

Expressions    3  

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 111 Theatre Appreciation (eff. 

FALL 2007)   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 115 Dance Appreciation   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 131 Perf I for Everyone   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 141 Oral Interpretation   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 151 Tap Dance   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 153 Jazz Dance I LAB 4 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 155 Modern Dance I   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 157 Ballet I   4 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 205 Make Up for the Performer   1 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 253 Jazz Dance II   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 255 Modern Dance II   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts 17 THAD 257 Ballet II   3 

  U Studies-Fine & 
Performing Arts  17 THAD  295 Making Interdisciplinary 

Connections   3  

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 CAST  301  Perspectives on Child 

Maltreatment    3  

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 CHEM 425 Analytical Chem LAB 4 

  U Studies-Critical 18 CMST 375 Argumentation/Advocacy   3 



Analysis 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 CS 130 Intro to BASIC Prog   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18  CS  150  Overview of CS    3  

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis  18 CS 216 Web Technology II   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 CS 234 Algorithms/Prob Solv   4 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 ECON 302 Intermed Microecon   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 ENG 210 Adv Expository Wrtg   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 FIN 360 Corporate Finance   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 GEOS 240 Watershed Science LAB 4 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 HERS 326 Educ Topics/Issues   2 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 HERS 433 Senior Hlth Sem   1 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 HERS 491 Treat/Rehab Ath Inj   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 HIST 298 Hist Rsch Methods   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 MATH 210 Foundations of 

Mathematics   4 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 MATH 315 Chaos Theory   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 MTED 201 Tech Based Geometry   4 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 MUS 203 Theory III   4 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis  18  NURS 366  Pathophysiology   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis   18  NURS  392  Cardiovascular Risk 

Prevention    3  

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 PHIL 110 Critical Thinking   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 PHIL 210 Inductive Reasoning   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 PHIL 250 Symbolic Logic   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 PHYS 223 University Phys III LAB 4 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 PSY 308 Experimental Psych   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18  RESC  151  Concept and Context    3  

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis  18  RTTR  244  Stewardship of Self & the 

Environment: Bldg a   3  



Principled Way of Life  

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 STAT 303 Intro to Engr Stat   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 STAT 305 Biometry   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 STAT 310 Intermed Statistics   3 

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 STAT 321 Indust Dsg of Exper I   3 

  
U Studies-Critical 
Analysis  (effective 
Fall 2006) 

18  THAD  119  Play Reading    3  

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis  18  THAD 215 Intro to Laban Movement 

Analysis    3  

  U Studies-Critical 
Analysis 18 WS 373 Feminist Theory/Process   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 BIOL 104 Conservation   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 BIOL 109 Microbes and Society   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 BIOL 269 Human Reproduction   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19  BIOL  330  Biomedical Ethics    3  

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 BIOL 490 Issues in Biol   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 CHEM 320 Environ Chem LAB 4 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy  19  CS  110  Computers in a Global 

Society    3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 CS 310 Social Implications of 

Computing   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 ECON 315 Environ & Nat Res Econ   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 ECON 450 Health Economics   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 ENGR 102 Intro to Engineering   2 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 ENGR 390 Composites Manuf   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 ENGR 480 Design Project II   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 GEOS 102 Resources of Earth   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 GEOS 103 Natural Disasters   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 GEOS 108 Geol of Mississippi River   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 GEOS 325 Environmental Geoscience   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 PHIL 330 Biomedical Ethics   3 



  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 PHYS 140 Energy   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 POLS 340 Environmental Policy   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 PSY 298 Health Psychology   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 PSY 330 Psych and the Law   3 

  U Studies-Science & 
Social Policy 19 PSY 360 Personnel Psychology   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  BIOL  365  The Cultures & Ecology of 

East Africa - Tanzania   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 BUED 350 Quality of Work Life   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  CAST  302  Global Child Advocacy 

Issues    3  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 CHIN 201 Intermediate Chinese I   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 CHIN 202 Intermediate Chinese II   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 CMST 281 Intercultural Comm   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 CMST 290 Disability Comm/Cult   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 CMST 291 Topics in Multicultural 

Communication   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp   20  ECON  220  Applied International 

Development    3  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 ECON 404 Int'l Economics   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 ECON 415 Int'l Econ Dev   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 ECON 430 Asian Economics in Trans   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 ECON 435 North American Economies   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 EDUC/EFRT 308 Hum Rel & Student Div   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 ENG 107 ESL:Acad Rdg/Wrtg II   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 ENG 220 Mult Amer Lit:   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 ENG 221 Top:   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 FIN 440 Int'l Finance   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20 FLAN  218  The New European: 

Understanding the E.U.    3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 FREN 201 Intermed French I   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 FREN 202 Intermed French II   4 



  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GEOG 223 Geog of the Orient   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GEOG 225 Geog of Latin America   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20 GEOS 425  Global Climate Change    3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  GEOS  450  Travel Study in Costa Rica    2  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GERM 201 Intermed German I   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GERM 202 Intermed German II   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GS 200 Intro to Global Studies   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GS 205 Global Cultural Encounters   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GS 210 Intro to North America   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20  GS 215  Modern Japanese Culture    3-4  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  GS  232  Intro to Latin America    3  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20  GS 233  

Latin American and 
Carribbean Immigration to 
U.S.  

  3  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GS 250 Introduction to Asia   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 GS 255 Peoples/Culture-S/SE Asia   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20  GS  300 Contemporary China   3-4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  HERS  305  

Health, Exercise, and 
Medicine: An International 
Perspective  

  3  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 HERS 327 Foods   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 HIST 123 East Asian Civ   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 HIST 165 Latin Amer Hist   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 HIST 170 African Civilization   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 HIST 220 African-American History   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 HIST 235 Hist of American Indian   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 HON 251 Sem:   1-3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 JPN 201 Intermediate Japanese I   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 JPN 202 Intermediate Japanese II   4 



  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  MKTG  450  Travel Study in Costa Rica    2 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 MUS 114 World Music   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 MUS 115 Music of East & SE Asia   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 MUS 116 Music of the Americas   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 NURS 325 Transcultural Issues in 

Health Care   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 PER/RTTR 265 Leisure in Diff Cult   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  PER/RTTR  450  Travel Study in Costa Rica    2 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 POLS 205 UN in Wrld Aff   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 POLS 225 Ethnic Confl/Nationalism   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 POLS 226 Pol/Soc in Africa   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 POLS 270 Pol/Soc Middle East   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 POLS 335 Politics in Latin America   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 POLS 390 Comparative Pol/3rd Wrld   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20  SOCW  445  Globalization of Social 

Welfare    3  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 SPAN 201 Intermed Spanish I   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 SPAN 202 Intermed Spanish II   4 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 THAD 312 Japanese Classical Theatre   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp 20 WAGS 220 Power, Privilege & Gen   3 

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  WAGS  234  

Gender & Latin American 
Society through 20th 
Century Literature  

  3  

  U Studies-Global or 
Multicultural Persp  20  WAGS  235  Gender and Social Justice 

Issues in Latin America    3  

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 ACCT 211 Fin'l Acct Prin   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 BUED 215 Personal Finance   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 BUED 360 Interper Bus Rel   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 BUSA 106 Intro to Business   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 CE 200 Career/Life Decision   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 21 CE 220 Emotions & Behavior   3 



Cit/Democratic Instit 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21  CHEM  436 Topics in Environmental 

Chemistry   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 CS 115 

Computer Systems and 
Internet Technology (Eff 
20091) 

  3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit  21  CS  116  Web Technology    3  

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit  21 CS 344 Introduction to Web 

Programming   3  

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 ECON 320 Bus-Gov Relations   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 ECON 420 Labor Economics   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 EDUC 120 Parenting   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit  21 EDUC 299  Latinos and Latin American 

Perspectives    3  

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 ENG 211 Writing in Communities   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 FIN 201 Intro to Finance   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 HERS 235 Prof Iss in Exer Sci   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 HIST 125 Classical History   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 MCOM 100 Mass Media & Society   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 MKTG 100 Marketing & Society   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit  21  MKTG  101  Experimental 

Entreneurship   3  

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 MUS 298 Found/Prin of Music Educ   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 NURS 120 Intro to Hlth Professions   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 NURS 260 Women's Health Issues   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 PER/RTTR 290 Foundations of Tourism 

(Effective 20091)   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit  21  PER/RTTR  421  Outdoor Education & 

Interpretitive Services    3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 PHIL 130 Moral Problems   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 PHIL 220 Phil of Democracy   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 PHIL 332 Philosophy of Law   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 PHIL 335 Constitutional Phil   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 POLS 135 Comparative Pol Syst   3 



  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 POLS 218 Community Service   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 POLS 220 Civil Rights & Civil Lib   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 POLS 228 Public Service   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 POLS 343 Human Rights in Thry & Pr   3 

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 POLS 332 European Political Syst   3 

  U Studies - Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit  21  RESC  150  Insights and Implications    3  

  U Studies-Contemp 
Cit/Democratic Instit 21 STAT 350 Dsgn of Samples/Surveys   3 

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 ART 444 Senior Seminar   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22 ART 460  Graphic Design Capstone    3  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 BIOL 307 Cell Biol Lab LAB 1 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 BIOL 309 Developmental Biology   3 
  U Studies - Oral Flag 22 BIOL 315 Environmental Biology   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 BIOL 409 General Microbiology LAB 4 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 BIOL 423 Ecosystem Ecology   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 BIOL 460 General Parasitology   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 BIOL 462 Parasitology LAB 4 

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 BUED 401 General Meth & 
Foundations   3 

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 BUED 410 Adm Communication   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 CHEM 360 Chem Info   2 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 CHEM 475 Seminar in Chem   1 

  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  CMST  451  Topics in Communication 
Studies    3  

  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  CMST  452  Topics in Public 
Communication    3  

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 CS 411 Software Testing   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  CS  471  Obj Oriented Dsgn/Devel    3  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 ECON 499 Seminar in Economics   3 

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 EDST 460 St Tch: Elem Ed w/Early 
Childhood Emp   1-16 

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 EDST 464 St Tch: K/6 Middle Level   1-16 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 EDST 465 St Tch: Secondary   1-16 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 EDST 467 St Tch: Early Chld B-G3   1-16 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  EDST  469  Global Student Teaching    1-18  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 ENG 402 Tch Midd Sch/Sec English   4 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 ENG 470 Seminar in American Lit   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 ENG 471 Seminar in British Lit   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  ENG  481  Theory and Methods    3  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 ENGR 475 Design Project I   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 ENGR 491 A/B Engr Sem   0-1 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 FIN 421 Instit Invest & Finan Mkts   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 FREN 401 Phonetics/Pronunciation   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  GEOS  320  Optical Mineral and LAB 4  



Petrology    
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 GEOS 370 GIS & Imaging Tech   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 GERM 302 German Comp/Conv   4 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  GS  360  Contemporary Asian Issues    3  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 HIST 315 Women in U.S. History   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  HIST  385  Trial Advocacy    1  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 HIST 398 Topics in History   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 HERS 328 Behav Interv Adult Lrn   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 HERS 380 Lab Meth in Exer Sci   3 

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22  HERS  392 Injury Recognition of the 
Lower Body    3  

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MATH 410 History of Math   3 

  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  MATH 430  Operations Research: 
Linear Programming    3  

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MCOM 405 Issues and Ethics   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MGMT 495 Strategic Mgmt   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  MKTG  344  Buyer Behavior    3  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MTED 420 Tchg Math in Sec Sch II   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  MUS  440  American Art Music    3  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MUS 471 Vocal Lit I (Italian)   2 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MUS 472 Vocal Lit II (German)   2 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MUS 473 Vocal Lit III (French)   2 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MUS 475 Instrumental Lit & Styles   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MUS 477 Piano Literature I   2 

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 MUS 478 Piano Literature II   2 

  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  NURS  419  Advanced Health 
Promotion    3  

  U Studies-Oral Flag  22 NURS  454 Leadership in Professional 
Practice   4  

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 NURS 491 Capstone Exp in Role Synt   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 PER/RTTR 414 Recreational Ldrshp   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 PHYS 460 Advanced Laboratory I   1-4 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 POLS 421 The First Amendment   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 POLS 460 North American Relations   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 POLS 488 Issues in Int'l Politics   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 PSY 309 Expermntl Psych Lab   2 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 PSY 311 Careers In Psych   1 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 PSY 431 Counseling/Clinical Psych   3 

  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 SOC 405 Models/Strat of 
Intervention   3 

  U Studies-Oral Flag  22  SOC  474  Intervention with Families    3  
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 SOC 491 Community Policing/Adm   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 SOC 499 Senior Seminar   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 SOCW 340 Intro to Social Work/Welf   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 SPAN 302 Culture of Spain   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 SPED 441 Practicum/Internship-DD   15 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 SPED 446 Practicum/Internship-LD   15 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 STAT 415 Multivariate Analysis   3 



  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 STAT 425 Modern Methods   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 THAD 307 Dsgn II:Scenery/Costume   3 
  U Studies-Oral Flag 22 THAD 309 Dsgn II:Lighting/Design   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ACCT 471 Auditing I   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ART 365 Graphic Design IV   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ART 435 Italian Rennais Art   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ART 437 Nineteenth Century Art   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ART 438 Early 20th Century Art   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ART 439 Later 20th Century Art   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 BIOL 308 Cell Biology   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 BIOL 323 General Physiology   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 BIOL 415 Ecol of Lg Rivers   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 BIOL 431 Molecular Biology Lab LAB 4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 BIOL 445 Immunology   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23 BIOL 499  Student Research   1-3  
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 BUED 333 Business Communication   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 BUED 335 Info Resource Mgmt   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  CHEM  400  Biochemistry I    1  

  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  CHEM  402  Biochemistry Laboratory II  LAB
  1  

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CHEM 413 Phys Chem Lab I LAB 1 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CHEM 415 Phys Chem Lab II LAB 2 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CHEM 426 Analyt Chem II   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CHEM 430 Indiv Prob in Chem   1-3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CMST 371 Small Group 
Communication   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23  CMST  389  Persuasive Communication    3  
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CMST 485 Senior Seminar   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CS 385 Applied Database Mgmt Sys   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CS 410 Software Engineering   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 CS 470 CASE Tools   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  CS  495  CS Research Seminar    3  
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 DIS 482 Mgt Info Tech   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ECON 303 Intermed Macroeconomics   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ECON 304 Money & Banking   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 EDUC 410 Found of Early Chldhd Ed   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 EDUC/EFRT 449 Middle Level Philosophy    3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 EDUC/EFRT 459 Professional Educator   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ENG 414 Shakespeare:Comedies/His
t   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ENG 417 Shakespeare:Tragedies   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ENG 439 Technical Writing   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ENG 447 Lit Crit:Thry & Pract   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  ENG  480 Theories of Second 
Language Acquisition    3  

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 ENGR 285/394/451/452
  

Prop of Mat/Polymer 
Science & Char/Transport 
Phen Lab/Mech Char Lab  

  6 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 
(through 20073) 23 ENGR 465 Comp Char Tech   3 



  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 FREN 301 French Composition   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 FREN 402 French Lit I   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 GEOS 280 Field & Analytical Meth I   2 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 GEOS 340 Sedimentology/Stratigraph
y LAB 4 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 GERM 401 Medieval-Baroque Lit   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 GERM 402 18th/19th Cent Lit   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  GS  355  Asian International 
Relations   3  

  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  GS  400  Global Studies Seminar   3  
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HERS 340 Physiology of Exercise   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HERS 350 Prog Plng in Hlth Prom   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HERS 430 Public Health   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HERS 445 Medical Aspects of Exer   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23 HERS 494  Therapeutic Interventions   4  
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23 HIST  365  American Legal History    3  
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HIST 370 Legal Rsch & Writing I   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HIST 428 History of Biography   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HIST 463 History of Mexico   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HIST 467 Foreign Trvl in Exotic 
Lands   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HIST 484 Depression,New Deal & 
War   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HIST 485 Contemporary America   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  HIST  488  American Constitutional 
History    3  

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 HIST 496 Senior Rsch Seminar II   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MATH 330 Adv Calculus I   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MATH 440 Abstract Algebra   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MCOM 130 News Writing   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MCOM 305 Mass Media History   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MCOM 400 Mass Comm Theory   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MCOM 450 Int'l Broadcasting   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MGMT 317 Mgmt of Human Res   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MGMT 325 Organizational Dyn   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  MKTG  346  Marketing Plans    3  
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  MKTG  420  Marketing Management    3  
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MTED 320 Tch Math in Second Sch I   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MUS 351 MiddAge/Renaiss/Baroque   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 MUS 352 Classical/Romantic/Modern   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 NURS 330 Role Development I   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  NURS 353  Professional Practice II    5 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 NURS 423 Role Development III   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  NURS  443 Professional Practice III   5  
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 NURS 445 Management Leadership   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 NURS 475 Community Health Nrsg   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 PER/RTTR 326 Org & Adm of Recreation   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 PER/RTTR 426 Rec Facil & Area Dsgn   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 PHYS 330 Electronics   4 



  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 PHYS 340 Modern Physics LAB 4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 PHYS 370 Optics   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 260 Classical Political Theory   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 321 American Presidency   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 322 Pol Parties/Interest Groups   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 325 Modern Political Theory   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 330 Race & American Politics   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 333 Media and Politics   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  POLS  336  Post Communist Political 
Systems    3  

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 347 Int'l Organizations   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 358 Contemporary Pol Theory   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 425 Policy Studies   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 450 Feminist Political Theory   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 POLS 475 Democratization   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 PSY 350 Psych Testing/Meas   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 PSY 434 Hist/Syst of Psych   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOC 377 Soc Theory & Methods   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOC 378 Lab in Social Research   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOC 404 Law Enforcement Invest   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOC 407 Offender Assessm/Mgmt   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOC 418 Criminal Law & Procedure   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag  23  SOC  435  Family Roles & 
Relationships    3  

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOC 440 Soc of Dying and Death   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOC 450 Sociology of Aging   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOCW 390 Soc Work Res: Proc & Skil   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SOCW 480 Integrative Soc Wk Sem   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SPAN 301 Spanish Comp/Conv   4 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 SPAN 401 Span Peninsular Lit I   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 STAT 450 Intro to Math Stat I   3 
  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 STAT 460 Intro to Math Stat II   3 

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23  THAD  210  Theatre History/Dramatic 
Literature I    3  

  U Studies-Writing Flag 23 THAD 310 Theatre Hist & Dra Lit II   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 ART 360 Graphic Design III   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 ART 417 Adv Painting   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 ART 418 Adv Drawing II   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 ART 420 Ceramics II   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 ART 428 Adv Sculpture   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 BIOL 310 Genetics   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 BUSA 220 Business Stat   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 24 BUSA 320 Intermed Business Stat   3 



Flag 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 CHEM 412 Physical Chem I   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 CHEM 414 Physical Chem II   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 CMST 380 Communication Rsch Meth   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 CS 341 Advanced Data Structures   4 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 EDUC/EFRT 310 Instr Pln/Asmnt:El Ed 

w/Early Childhood Emp   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 EDUC/EFRT 311 Inst Pln/Asmnt:Middle 

Level    3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 EDUC/EFRT 312 Instr Pln/Asmnt: Secondary   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 ENG 290 Literary Studies   5 

  U Studes-M/S or CA 
Flag 24  ENG  483  Pedagogical Grammar   3  

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 FIN 335 Forecasting Meth   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 FREN 403 French Lit II   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 GEOS 415 Adv Geomorphology LAB 4 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 GEOS 420 Applied Hydrogeology LAB 4 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 GERM 403 20th Century Lit   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 HERS 403 Epidemiology   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 HIST 372 Legal Rsch & Writ II   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 HIST 495 Senior Rsch Seminar I   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 MATH 220 Combinations and Graphs   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 MATH 260 Multivariable Calculus   4 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 MATH 270 Diff Equat & Linear Alg   4 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 MATH 310 Number Theory   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 MCOM 300 Mass Media Law   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 MKTG 334 Marketing Research   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 MTED 125 Math for Elem Tchrs   4 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 MTED 322 Modern Geometry   4 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 24 MUS 402 Form & Analysis   3 



 

Flag 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag  24  NURS 354  Leadership in Research and 

Evidence-based Practice   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 NURS 375 Research/Theory/Tech   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 PER/RTTR 393 Ev in Rec Tour & Ther Rec   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 PHYS 345 Thermodynamics   4 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 PHYS 430 Electromagnetic Theory I   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 POLS 280 Pol Rsch I-Secondary   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 POLS 410 Pol Rsch II-Primary   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 PSY 231 Statistics   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 SOC 376 Intro to Social Research   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 SOCW 410 Social Welfare Pol Analy   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 SPAN 402 Span Peninsular Lit II   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 STAT 255 Data Mgmt Using SAS   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 STAT 320 Stat Qual Control   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag 24 THAD 321 Play Directing   3 

  U Studies-M/S or CA 
Flag  24 WAGS 348 Topics in Women & Gender 

Studies   
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I. Context: Institutional Curriculum, Programmatic Goals, and Accreditation Review 
 
The University Studies (formerly “general education”) Program at Winona State University was developed 
in part in response to concerns raised by the Higher Learning Commission of the North Central 
Association of Colleges and Universities in its comprehensive evaluation of WSU in 1991.  Among the 
more prominent concerns raised by the HLC in 1991 were, first, the lack of oversight of the program, 
and, second, the lack of opportunity for upper-division, sequenced-course, or skills-intensive course work 
in the program. As it was developed in the late 1990s and implemented in fall 2001, the USP addressed 
each of the concerns of the HLC, providing a Director, an oversight committee (the University Studies 
Subcommittee), a review process for course proposals, and a curriculum that allowed for courses with 
prerequisites, upper-division courses, and basic skills emphases. 
 
Crucial to the success of any academic program is its ongoing assessment, and this assessment plan 
outlines the institutional context, and, in subsequent sections, the principles underlying that mission; 
resources available to support the mission; and a plan for its implementation and reporting procedures.  
Aside from the details of this plan as they are articulated in these sections, however, participants in the 
University Studies Program Assessment Plan (USPAP) must further be informed by a keen awareness of 
the institutional context, programmatic goals, and external review of the USP as it has been … 
 

• developed in response to the 1991 NCA Accreditation Review,  
• approved by all WSU constituencies for implementation in fall 2001, 
• articulated in the 2001 NCA Self-Study Report, and 
• reviewed by the HLC of the NCA in its 2001 Comprehensive Visit. 

 
Relevant to this context are the following appendices:  
 

Appendices A-C:  
A. Excerpts from WSU’s 2001 NCA Self-Study Report 
B. NCA/HLC Request for 2006 Progress Report  

• “on the completion, implementation, and assessment of the University Studies Program” 
1. A plan for assessment of USP objectives 
2. Evidence that the plan has been implemented 
3. A list of Flag courses in the USP program 

C. WSU Office of AIR on Current and Proposed Assessment Data 
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II. Guiding Principles 
 
The topic of assessment, as the Conference on College Composition and Communication notes (see 
Appendix F), evokes strong passions, as assessment programs have the potential for both tremendous 
gain and perilous abuse. Any academic assessment plan must protect the academic freedom of faculty, 
attend to concerns of data privacy, and articulate clear goals and methods. Winona State University’s 
“Position Statement on Academic Assessment Programs” is quite clear in maintaining that the purpose of 
academic assessment programs is to “support and improve student learning” and that assessment data 
“will not be used for faculty or staff evaluation and, in particular, will not be used in making retention, 
tenure, and promotion recommendations or decisions by supervisors or administrators”—a point which 
the North Central Association, along with other professional disciplinary organizations, confirms. As it is 
developed and implemented, therefore, the USPAP should be designed and carried out with due respect 
to the principles and goals of academic assessment programs as they have been articulated by … 
 

• Winona State University, in its “Position Statement on Academic Assessment Programs”; and 
• The North Central Association, in its Handbook of Accreditation and other publications. 

 
Relevant to these guiding principles are the following appendices:  
 

Appendices D-E:  
D. WSU’s Position Statement on Academic Assessment Programs 
E. Excerpts from NCA Statements on Assessment Programs 

 
While important to the design of any academic assessment program is the knowledge of institutional 
goals and directives, so too is an understanding of the importance of scholarship and comment on 
assessment as it has been articulated in the various disciplines and professional organizations that share 
in its goals.  A number of relevant professional, disciplinary, and departmental organizations have 
articulated position statements and publications on assessment.  The USPAP should be undertaken in full 
awareness of these statements, where applicable and relevant.  Though faculty committees undertaking 
assessment work may have principled reasons for conducting assessment in ways other than, if not 
contrary to, those described, the work conducted for the USPAP must proceed with knowledge of such 
disciplinary position statements. 
 
Relevant to the work of individual faculty committees undertaking assessment may be one of the 
following appendices:  

 
Appendices F-H: Position Statements from Professional Organizations 
F. Conference on College Composition and Communication Statement on Writing Assessment 
G. National Communication Association Statements on Assessment 
H. Committee on Undergraduate Programs in Mathematics Guidelines for Assessment of Student 

Learning 
 
 
III. Goals 
 
The primary goal of the USPAP shall be to articulate a means of collecting, interpreting, and making 
decisions based on data relevant to the University Studies Program in ways that will ultimately … 
 

• improve student learning in the program.  
 
Secondary goals of the USPAP may include, but need not be limited to … 
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• providing necessary material for the required 2006 NCA Progress Report, 
• articulating means by which the oversight or implementation of the USP may be improved, 
• demonstrating connections between the USP and various major programs, and/or 
• identifying needs for Faculty Development Programming relevant to the USP. 

 
To these ends, the USS may wish to devise surveys for faculty and students regarding USP requirements, 
collect enrollment data pertaining to USP courses, and/or offer suggestions to A2C2 and departments 
regarding USP concerns. 
 
 
IV. Resources 
 
The following infrastructural elements of the university are noted as being potentially helpful to the 
implementation of the USPAP: 
 

• Office of Assessment and Institutional Research 
o provides expertise, Assessment Database, organizes Assessment Day activities 

• Exams Week 
o potential source o  assessment data f

t

f

f

• Assessment Day 
o opportunity for data collec ion, analysis, reporting 

• Faculty Development Days 
o opportunity for development activities related to USP assessment 

• Blackboard 
o possibility of use as mechanism for data collection 

• Placement Examinations 
o potential source o  assessment data 

• CAAP Exam 
o potential source o  assessment data 

• University Studies Director and Subcommittee 
o oversees curriculum, monitors program, provides disciplinary expertise 

• Other support services, if relevant, such as … 
o Library  
o Academic skills center 
o Technical support center  
o Student support services 
o Career services/alumni  

• Departmental assessment plans, practices, and data (if available, applicable, and relevant) 
 
V. Implementation  
 
Rather than attempt to conduct assessment of all areas of the USP simultaneously, the USPAP will 
instead focus assessment efforts (collection, analysis, and reporting of data) on a cyclical plan. Each cycle 
will include two full years’ worth of concentrated attention. In some instances, data collected during one 
full phase of the cycle (e.g. in the first year of Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing) may be used as 
baseline data for comparison with other data sets (e.g. in the Writing Flag).  
 
Such a cyclical plan offers the benefit of concentrating the attendant efforts of assessment on smaller 
groups of faculty in any given year, thus reducing the burden on WSU faculty participating in the USPAP. 
For example, only a committee comprised of faculty associated with Basic Skills courses need be involved 
in the initial year of the program in the timeline proposed below.  
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General Timeline 

 
Spring 2004-Spring 2006:  Basic Skills 
Spring 2005-Spring 2007:  Arts & Science Core 
Spring 2006-Spring 2008:  Unity & Diversity 
Spring 2007-Spring 2009:  Flags 
Spring 2008-Spring 2010:  repeat cycle, beginning with Basic Skills 
 
Tentative Timeline for Faculty Assessment Committees, Round One (Basic Skills) 
 
Spring semester, 2004:  Faculty Assessment Committees formed; initial meetings 
Fall semester, 2004:  Development of learning objectives, indicators 
Spring semester, 2005:  Initial data collection; data analysis; midterm report  
Fall semester, 2005:  Data collection continues 
Spring semester, 2006:  Data collection continues; data analysis; final report and 

recommendations due June 1 
 

 
VI. Data Collection and Analysis 
 
Each USP Area (e.g. “Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing”) will have its own Faculty Assessment 
Committee, comprised of faculty from courses offered in the area, responsible for … 
 

• review and discussion of student learning outcomes in the area, 
• identification or development of mechanisms for data collection, 
• collection of data (using both direct and indirect measures) relevant to the outcomes, 
• analysis of the data, and 
• reporting the results of their efforts to the USS and to program area faculty. 

 
Each of these assessment committees (five members per USP area assessment committee) should be 
comprised of faculty representatives from the departments offering courses in the area. In some cases 
where a large number of departments offer courses in the area (e.g. “Unity and Diversity: Critical 
Analysis”), Faculty Association Committee on Committees may want to give additional consideration to 
representation of various colleges; however, in some other cases, especially the Basic Skills, such 
representation will not be a concern.  Each area assessment committee will elect a chairperson ultimately 
responsible for the delivery of the two-year report (see below), although all committee members should 
review, and ultimately approve, that report. 
 
USP Area/Cycle Faculty Area Committees 
Basic Skills College Reading/Writing Oral Communication Mathematics Phys. Dev. & Wellness 
2004-06 (& 2008-10) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Arts & Sciences Core Humanities Social Science Natural Science Fine & Performing Arts 
2005-07 (& 2009-11) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Unity & Diversity Critical Analysis Science & Social Policy Glob./Multicult. Perspect. Citizenship/Democ. Inst. 
2006-08 (& 2010-12) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

Flag Requirements Writing  Oral Communication Mathematics/Statistics Critical Analysis 
2007-09 (& 2011-13) 5 faculty  5 faculty 5 faculty 5 faculty 
     

 
Academic Affairs and Curriculum Committee recommends that each Faculty Area Committee Chairperson 
be compensated with three semester hours of reassigned time per semester per year, with appropriate 
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replacement to the Department.  Each separate Faculty Area Committee should be further provided with 
a budget line of $1000 per year for development and support of their efforts.  Appropriate expenditures 
may include examinations, printing, student help, software, or postage.  Second-year funding will be 
dependent upon delivery of a complete midterm (first-year) report.  To access the funds, the committee 
will need to propose a brief budget narrative and justification, indicating how each budget item relates to 
the committee's plan.  
 
Position statements regarding assessment in various academic disciplines articulate some potential 
sources of data and assessment instruments, which may vary considerably depending upon the learning 
objectives being assessed.  In any case, the committees’ collection of data may include … 
 

• authentic artifacts culled from classroom activities, 
• artifacts created specifically for assessment purposes, 
• standardized exams or activities (e.g. the ACT Assessment of English Writing), and/or 
• instructor-specific exams or activities. 

 
While committees may choose to analyze any kind of artifacts (from brochures to memoranda to 
performance) relevant to the area, they should nonetheless note that the traits (components) of the 
artifact being assessed must remain constant. Faculty development will need to be provided to ensure 
consistency and reliability in data assessment. The committee report delivered at the conclusion of each 
two-year cycle should address the following: 
 

• a synopsis of improvements or actions implemented based on previous assessments (if any); 
• the number and percentage of students involved; 
• a description of the process of data collection and analysis; 
• results of the current-year assessment; and 
• suggestions for improvement or action based on the results. 

 
 
VII. Reporting and Feedback Mechanism 
 
Once area assessment committees are in place, each committee will meet in full with the University 
Studies Director and Assessment Coordinator to review the committee charge, fundamentals of 
assessment, timelines, and reporting mechanism.   
 
Each assessment committee’s final report should be delivered, upon completion, to the University Studies 
Subcommittee and Director, with electronic copies to faculty teaching in the area of the USP.  The 
University Studies Director will, upon final receipt of each area report, compile a biennial report on USP 
assessment efforts to be forwarded to A2C2, Faculty Senate, and Administration, and, as appropriate, to 
other constituencies or interested parties. 



UNIVERSITY STUDIES: BASIC SKILLS COLLEGE READING AND WRITING 
FACULTY AREA COMMITTEE ASSESSMENT REPORT 

200406 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Based on the approved outcomes for the University Studies Program’s Basic Skills: College 
Reading and Writing requirement, a randomly selected sample of student essays from the 2005 
06 academic year was assessed for evidence of student accomplishment in six areas: argument, 
purpose, language, conventions, documentation, and overall performance.  So as to measure 
both students’ accomplishment by the end of the term and their improvement across it, the essays 
culled included pairs written to the same prompt by the same students at the beginning and again 
at the end of the semester.  In a scoring session, each essay was rated twice in a blind review 
with a carefully designed scoring guide, and the results were recorded and presented for our 
analysis by a student assistant. • 

The results provide conclusive evidence that students enter the course with at best marginal 
ability in those areas assessed, but demonstrate betterthanacceptable performance in all areas 
by its conclusion.  In some areas, especially students’ abilities to argue with evidence, address an 
audience, document their sources, and in their overall performance, students’ improvement was 
found to be strikingly significant.  In others, particularly their use of language and conventions, 
improvement was less notable, but still nonetheless demonstrable.  If one goal of the University 
Studies Program is promote students’ abilities to read and write “appropriate English at levels 
significantly above that which is expected of a high school graduate,” the successful completion 
of this requirement contributes substantially to its accomplishment. 

This report describes the process by which our committee developed and instituted the 
assessment initiative; the number and percentage of students involved; our methods of data 
collection and analysis; the results of the study, both in an aggregate, overall sense and in a 
discussion of each outcome measured; and suggestions for improvement based upon the results. 

Background 

Our committee spent the 200405 and 200506 academic years examining the Basic Skills: 
College Reading and Writing requirement.  At WSU, this basic requirement was reduced from 
two threehour quarterterm courses (English 110 and 115) to a single fourhour semester term 
course (English 111) with semester conversion in 1998.  This change was followed in 2001 by 
the implementation of the USP, which articulated new outcomes and instituted upperdivision 
Writing Flag requirements to follow English 111.  The outcomes for both courses, modified from 
the Council of Writing Program Administrators’ Outcomes Statement, were written with the 
intent of making clear the importance of both requirements to WSU students’ liberal education. 

Our work followed previous local writing assessment efforts that took place in the 19982000 
interim between semester conversion and the implementation of University Studies.  In 1998, we
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administered an essay writing assessment (and survey) to a randomly selected sample of WSU 
juniors, and in 1999, the same assessment was required of a sample of students at the beginning 
and the end of their Basic Skills course.  The results of these efforts demonstrated considerable 
improvement in every area scored from the beginning of the semester to the end; they also, 
unfortunately, demonstrated no improvement, and in many cases regression, from the end of 111 
to the junior year.  These results also demonstrated a paucity of writing assignments, feedback, 
and instruction occurring after the completion of the Basic Skills requirement.  This work led 
indirectly to the adoption of the Writing Flag requirement in University Studies and to the newly 
articulated outcomes for English 111. 

Because this earlier assessment work was undertaken prior to the development of the University 
Studies Program, it does not provide direct points of comparison with the current initiative, 
which is based explicitly on the articulated outcomes for the new program—outcomes which that 
earlier assessment work helped inform. 

At WSU, English 111 is the only course that satisfies the Basic Skills: College Reading and 
Writing requirement (though a onecredit course, English 112, may be used, in tandem with 
transfer or Advanced Placement credits, to complete the requirement).  The course is offered in 
30 to 40 sections each term, and the sections are strictly limited to enrollment caps of 25.  The 
course is typically taught by a variety of members of the English Department—professors, 
associate professors, and assistant professors—though the bulk of the load is taught by fulltime, 
fixedterm instructors hired on oneyear contracts to teach three sections of 111 each term.  A 
smaller number of sections are offered by graduate assistants and adjunct faculty. 

Each section may assign different reading and writing assignments at the discretion of the 
instructor, but are all expected to address the ten approved University Studies outcomes: 

College Reading and Writing — 4 s.h. 

The purpose of the College Reading and Writing class is to help WSU students 
increase their critical reading, thinking, and writing skills. The course will help 
students develop a mature writing style and an ability to integrate material from 
multiple sources with their own writing. The course will further emphasize writing as 
essential to academic learning and intellectual development. 

This class is designed to establish a foundation for the reading and writing done in later 
college courses, supporting a larger writingacrossthecurriculum educational 
experience; therefore, students should take it as soon as possible, preferably in their 
first year and certainly no later than their third semester. 

This class must include requirements and learning activities that promote 
students' abilities to: 
a)  read challenging texts that reflect important cultural themes and demand critical 

thinking; 
b)  analyze the rhetoric and structure of (their own and others') arguments; 
c)  summarize and critique examples of mature expository and argumentative prose; 
d)  revise through multiple drafts and critical readings to create and complete
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successful essays; 
e)  formulate intelligent claims and make purposeful, appropriately documented use of 

authoritative sources as supporting evidence; 
f)  make use of basic tools of research, such as general indexes, periodicals, and on 

line databases; 
g)  construct coherent essays based on reading, interpreting, analyzing, critiquing, and 

synthesizing texts; 
h)  adapt the structure, content, and tone of their writing to the knowledge and attitudes 

of their audience; 
i)  use vivid, concrete language; concise, varied sentences; unified, cohesive 

paragraphs; genderinclusive English; and a collegelevel vocabulary; and 
j)  proofread, edit, and correct their final copy for common errors of spelling, 

punctuation, capitalization, and usage. 

Readers may note that many of the outcomes for this course tend to preclude multiplechoice and 
other simplistic assessments of student learning.  For a student to evidence his or her ability to 
“formulate intelligent claims and make purposeful, appropriately documented use of 
authoritative sources as supporting evidence,” for instance, literally requires that a student do so 
in naturalistic (i.e. nontesting) conditions, over time, and with appropriate resources at his or her 
disposal.  The scholarship informing assessment of writing is, fortunately, clear in articulating 
that good assessment will examine genuine student discourse elicited over a period of time.  We 
note in particular the Conference on College Composition and Communication Committee on 
Assessment’s Position Statement of October 1995, which recommends the following: 

Assessments of written literacy should be designed and evaluated by wellinformed 
current or future teachers of the students being assessed, for purposes clearly understood 
by all the participants; should elicit from student writers a variety of pieces, preferably 
over a period of time; should encourage and reinforce good teaching practices; and 
should be solidly grounded in the latest research on language learning. (CCC 46.3, p. 
431) 

After review of the results of earlier efforts and the literature on writing assessment, our 
committee elected to administer an embedded essay assessment of English 111 students to be 
complemented by a survey of English 111 instructors.  Following a procedure described by 
Edward While in Assigning, Responding, Evaluating: A Writing Teacher’s Guide (Urbana, IL: 
NCTE, 1999, 3 rd ed.), we requested essays written to the same prompt, albeit with different 
topics and texts, at both the beginning and the end of the semester.  Rather than force an intrusive 
or additional instrument into an alreadycrowded curriculum, and rather than rely on the kind of 
multiplechoice, singledraft, or limitedtime “assessments” of writing skills too frequently 
employed in higher education today, our committee developed an instrument designed to be … 

•  reflective of the type and process of writing typically addressed in the course; 
•  embedded naturally within each instructor’s own syllabus; 
•  composed under realistic circumstances (over time, and with an expectation of 

evaluation); 
•  reasonably consistent across sections despite the range of reading assignments; and
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•  indicative of the extent to which students demonstrated both progress toward, and 
accomplishment with, the stated course outcomes. 

This instrument, along with the general design of the assessment, was developed during the 
200405 academic year and piloted and tested during the summer of 2005.  After slight revisions 
to the design and discussions with teaching faculty, the instrument was implemented in full for 
the fall of 2005 and spring of 2006 sections of English 111. 

II.  NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS INVOLVED 

During the 200506 academic year, 1503 students in 72 sections completed English 111.  (This 
number does not include those who withdrew from the course or those who earned a grade of F, 
I, or IP.)   Since the course is required of every WSU student, our committee elected to cull the 
best possible representative sample of essays from participants across sections.  (To review two 
essays—one from the beginning of the term and one from the end—from all 1503 students, and 
to score each twice, as valid interrater reliability requires, would have necessitated over 6,000 
separate readings beyond those already conducted by each student’s classroom instructor.) 

Our assessment focused primarily on the more directly observable and assessable outcomes, 
those evidenced directly in students’ written discourse.  As a result, we have only indirect 
evidence to report as regards the first three outcomes (ac) dealing with the course’s emphasis on 
critical reading.  Data from these indirect measures are summarized in section (IV) below. 

We invited instructors to participate in the assessment by asking them to assign two 
argumentative essays in their English 111 sections: one at the beginning of the term and a second 
near its end.  The instructions for the assignment, as directed to students, were designed to allow 
all instructors to participate and for the resulting essays to demonstrate accomplishment with the 
course’s stated outcomes. 

Your task is to analyze carefully the rhetoric and structure of the assigned 
material, and write an essay that articulates and supports a clear position 
on an issue raised by the reading. 

Imagine your audience to be a collegeeducated community of learners 
interested in your position.  Use a recognized format for presentation and 
citation (such as MLA, APA, etc.).  You may make use of a handbook, 
dictionary, or other additional resources as appropriate. 

You should strive to … 
•  construct a coherent essay based on a critical reading of the assigned 

texts; 
•  formulate intelligent claims and make purposeful, appropriately 

documented use of authoritative sources as supporting evidence; 
•  adapt the structure, content, and tone of your writing to the knowledge 

and attitudes of your audience;
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•  use vivid, concrete language; concise, varied sentences; unified, 
cohesive paragraphs; genderinclusive English; and a collegelevel 
vocabulary; and 

•  proofread, edit, and correct your final copy for common errors of 
spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and usage. 

Full sets of essays were collected from 29 of the 72 offered sections (40.3%).  There was no 
incentive for instructors to incorporate the instrument into their class other than the intangible 
benefits of supporting the initiative; at the same time, another initiative, the Common Book Pilot 
Project, asked English 111 instructors to adopt a new book in their sections and effectively 
precluded some instructors from participating in both it and this assessment initiative.  Some 
instructors, we note, electively participated in neither. 

While instructor participation was voluntary, the sections from which we collected essays 
nonetheless constituted a representative crosssection of those offered, with full, assistant, and 
associate professors represented as well as fixedterm, graduate assistant, and adjunct instructors. 
From these 29 sections, pairs of essays (two essays from each student) were then randomly 
selected for a final review and scoring session.  In the end, 300 essays—a sample of 147 pairs of 
essays from individual students, or 10% of the available population of all English 111 students— 
were reviewed in our assessment.  The sample, as the table below suggests, is comparable overall 
to that of the overall population of English 111 students in terms of semester grades earned in the 
course: our data sample earned semester grades proportionate to, if slightly lower than, that of 
the overall population.  We note as well that the grade distribution for the overall population is 
higher than that we last examined, in 2001, a point we discuss in section (V). 

Table 1.  Grades earned by English 111 students, 200506 

Final Course 
Grade 

All Students 
(n = 1503) 

Data set 
(n=147) 

A  33.20%  24.50% 
B  41.78%  51.66% 
C  20.29%  17.88% 
D  4.72%  5.96% 

Since the data set was culled randomly from an initially selfselected subset of the full 
population of English 111 sections, we cannot claim it to be a statistically valid sampling of the 
entire population.  We cannot, in fact, at WSU reach such a sample with an embedded instrument 
unless every instructor chooses voluntarily to participate.  Yet we are confident that it is 
nonetheless a carefully culled representative sample of the entire population, and we are 
confident that our instrument assesses, as effectively and humanely as possible, the quality and 
improvement evident in our students’ writing during their semester in English 111.
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III.  DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

The essays in our data sample were coded (as being culled from the beginning or the end of the 
semester), made anonymous (all other identification removed), and separated randomly into 
separate sets of 25 for scoring.  Our committee developed a scoring guide for the express 
purpose of this initiative, testing, refining, and approving the guide during the summer of 2005. 
The scoring guide was developed to allow us to rate each essay as “problematic,” “acceptable,” 
or “exemplary” on each of five criteria related to course outcomes and one “overall” criterion: 

argument:  (e) formulate intelligent claims and make purposeful use of authoritative 
sources as supporting evidence. 

purpose:  (h) adapt the structure, content, and tone of their writing to the knowledge and 
attitudes of the audience. 

language:  (i) use vivid, concrete language; concise, varied sentences; unified, cohesive 
paragraphs; genderinclusive English; and a collegelevel vocabulary 

conventions:  (j) proofread, edit, and correct their final copy for common errors of spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization, and usage. 

documentation:  (*) demonstrate purposeful, effective use of recognized system for 
documentation. 

overall:  (d, g) construct coherent essays based on reading, interpreting, analyzing, 
critiquing, and synthesizing texts; evidence of accomplishment in previous 
areas. 

* The pilot session for testing our scoring guide resulted in our creating a separate criterion for 
documentation.  Where the course outcomes conflate documentation and argumentation, we felt 
it necessary to score these items separately, as some essays evidenced a strength in one but not 
the other, and vice versa. 

For the scoring of the essays, we followed standard procedures well established in the field that 
are designed to foster reliability, validity, and anonymity.  Twelve scorers—consisting of 
committee members, teaching faculty, and graduate assistants, all of whom had coursework and 
experience teaching English 111—participated in a norming and training session prior to the 
final scoring session.  In that session, each of the essays was scored twice, and the two scores 
were averaged to create a set of final scores for each essay.  As is the norm in such sessions, the 
two scores are reviewed for reliability before being averaged, and a third reading is employed in 
instances where the scores are divergent. 

It should be emphasized that all scorers were reading these essays “blind”: that is to say, scorers 
did not know the writer’s name, section, instructor, or date of submission; nor did they know if 
or when they were reading an essay from the start or the beginning of the term.  They were, last, 
also not privy to another scorer’s prior rating of the essay.  Of the entire set of essays, only nine 
needed a third scoring; our interrater reliability was thus a remarkable 97%.  In those few 
instances where the essays two scorers diverged, a third scorer adjudicated, and thus we included 
results for all essays in our data set.
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Once the scores for all essays were completed, a student worker entered the scores into a 
database for computation and analysis and provided the results, tables, and charts in the section 
that follows.  Given the results of the 19982000 assessment work mentioned above, our 
expectations were that these results would demonstrate moderate accomplishment over the 
course of the term in each of the areas measured.  We asked that the data be sorted to address the 
following questions: 

•  To what level of accomplishment (problematic, acceptable, or exemplary) did 
students perform on each of the outcomes—both at the beginning and the end of the 
semesters? 

•  What degree of improvement did students demonstrate on each of the outcomes— 
from the beginning to the end of the semester? 

•  What percentage of students demonstrated no, moderate, or significant improvement 
on each of the outcomes—from the beginning to the end of the semester? 

IV.  RESULTS OF THE CURRENTYEAR ASSESSMENT 

As the results displayed below in Table 2 will suggest, performance at the entry point of the 
course can be described as troubling: frequently acceptable and often problematic, yet almost 
never exemplary.

Table 2. Results from Essay Group 1, StartofTerm 

StartofTerm Performance 
Problematic 

(Below 
Expectations) 

Acceptable 
(Meets 

Expectations) 

Exemplary 
(Above 

Expectations) 

Argument  55.78%  42.86%  1.36% 
Purpose  42.18%  55.78%  2.04% 
Language  28.57%  65.31%  6.12% 
Conventions  29.25%  66.67%  4.08% 
Documentation  76.87%  21.09%  2.04% 
Overall  50.34%  46.94%  2.72% 

A majority of our students performed at levels below course expectations in the analysis of their 
language and documentation, as well as in that of their overall performance on the assessment. 
Especially troubling is the very poor performance on documentation, where over 70 percent of 
incoming students performed at a level below expectations.  Though a moderate number of 
students demonstrated acceptable accomplishment on the other outcomes measures, only a very 
few students, as the results suggest, evidenced an exemplary level of achievement on any of the 
outcomes assessed. 

We note that fewer than 6.5 percent of the essays in this group earned exemplary scores on any 
of the outcomes assessed, and that fewer than three percent did so on the argument, purpose, 
documentation, and overall measures.  Clearly, we conclude, student performance at the start of
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term—as measured by these results—demonstrates many weaknesses and no discernible 
strengths.  Only occasionally, as is the case with the purpose, language, and conventions 
measures, do a majority of students demonstrate acceptable levels of performance. 

In relatively stark contrast to the results of the startofterm performance stand those from the 
same students as measured at the end of the term.  These results demonstrate a consistent pattern 
of performance that nearly always meets, and very frequently exceeds, acceptable levels of 
performance, and does so on each of the outcomes measured.  A small percentage of students— 
between 7 and 13 percent—still perform at problematic levels of performance at the end of the 
term, yet the percentage of students who do so is vastly smaller than it was at the beginning of 
the term.  The argument and documentation outcomes, on which so many students fared so 
poorly in the start of the term, remain slightly more problematic than other outcomes, but also 
demonstrate the greatest gain. 

Table 3. Results from Essay Group 2, EndofTerm 

EndofTerm Performance 
Problematic 

(Below 
Expectations) 

Acceptable 
(Meets 

Expectations) 

Exemplary 
(Above 

Expectations) 

Argument  13.25%  42.38%  44.37% 
Purpose  9.93%  52.32%  37.75% 
Language  7.28%  55.63%  37.09% 
Conventions  7.95%  51.66%  40.40% 
Documentation  11.26%  49.67%  39.07% 
Overall  9.27%  48.34%  42.38% 

Mean scores compiled for essays from each group demonstrate the general improvement from 
the start of the term to its end, as the chart of comparative mean scores below suggests.  Essays 
were rated on a scale from 0 (problematic) to 2 (acceptable) to 4 (exemplary).  On this scale, 
which might be seen as analogous to a standard 4.0 grading scale, we find the startofterm 
means to vary between 0.72 (documentation) and 1.46 (language).  By the end of the term, 
however, the means are all clustered from 2.41 to 2.46, suggesting that the course inscribes 
something of a consistency in performance among those who complete it successfully. 

These mean scores demonstrate a degree of improvement we believe approximately equivalent to 
that of a full letter grade: for example, a mean that improves from 1.41 to 2.41, as does the 
purpose criterion, suggests the equivalent of a full letter grade’s improvement from the start of 
term to the end.  We note, as we analyze these results, that the improvement for the argument, 
documentation, and overall criteria well exceed that of a full score (1.0).
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Chart 1: Comparative Mean Scores for All Essays, StartofTerm and EndofTerm 

Last, we examined the number and percentage of students whose pairs of essays (from start and 
end of term) demonstrated improvement in each of the outcomes measured.  In doing so, we 
found that anywhere from the vast majority—typically between 75 to 90 percent of our 
students—demonstrated at least moderate improvement on the outcomes measured.  And, 
furthermore, considerable percentages of students demonstrated significant improvement: in fact, 
over 40 percent of our students demonstrated significant improvement in the purpose and overall 
outcomes, 55 percent in the argument outcome, and over 70 percent in documentation.  In light 
of this data, we observe that the course does a great many students a considerable service in 
helping them improve demonstrably on the kinds of writing tasks most commonly expected of 
them in the university. 

Table 4.  Levels of Improvement over Term 

Improvement in Individual Performance 
None 
(<=0) 

Moderate 
(0.51.0) 

Significant 
(>1) 

Argument  13.57%  31.43%  55.00% 
Purpose  27.14%  30.00%  42.86% 
Language  26.43%  45.00%  28.57% 
Conventions  26.43%  44.29%  29.29% 
Documentation  10.00%  19.29%  70.71% 
Overall  16.43%  40.00%  43.57%
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This comparative data between student performance as measured at the start and the end of the 
semester of the basic skills course demonstrates conclusively the strong gains made by the 
majority of students in all areas, but especially in those of argumentation, documentation, and 
overall presentation.  We note lesser, but nonetheless still substantial, improvement in the areas 
of language and convention, which we address in section (V) below.  From this comparative 
data, we can conclude than any student exiting English 111 is likely to be able to perform at a 
level substantially higher than that he or she had upon entry to the course. 

Outcomes Assessment 

Our instrument allowed us to assess most, though not all, of the College Reading and Writing 
requirement’s ten outcomes directly.  Below follows our assessment of each of the outcomes. 

Outcomes (a) Read challenging texts that reflect important cultural themes and demand 
critical thinking; (b) analyze the rhetoric and structure of (their own and others') 
arguments; and (c) summarize and critique examples of mature expository and 
argumentative prose.  As mentioned above, our instrument did not address directly outcomes 
(ac), those which deal pointedly with the course’s emphasis on critical reading and its 
integration with thoughtful writing.  These outcomes are, as we believe our work to demonstrate, 
less assessable than those dealing more concretely with the rhetoric, logic, and conventions of 
formal writing.  This fact should not be taken to mean that such outcomes are less important, and 
the approved outcomes for the course serve as an invaluable means of communicating, both 
within the local of community of practice and to other stakeholders, the importance of critical 
reading to the course and the curriculum. 

Though not directly assessed through student discourse, we were nonetheless able to observe the 
following regarding students’ practices of reading challenging texts. 

•  Nine hundred English 111 students were assigned the Common Book, Fan Shen’s Gang 
of One, in the 36 sections of English 111 adopting it (exactly one half of the number of 
sections offered). 

•  Students in sections of 111 read a variety of challenging texts that reflect important 
cultural these and demand critical thinking: among them, not only the Common Book, 
Gang of One, but also such fiction as Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein, Ray Bradbury’s 
Fahrenheit 451, Richard Wright’s Native Son, and Dan Brown’s Angels and Demons; 
memoirs such as James Frey’s Million Little Pieces and Malcolm X’s Autobiography; 
arguments and analysis such as Linda Emanuel’s Regulating How We Die and James 
Gleick’s Faster; field research and reportage such as H.G. Bissinger’s Friday Night 
Lights and Barbara Ehrenreich’s Nickel and Dimed; and discussions of writing process 
and language use such as Stephen King’s On Writing, Constance Hale’s Sin and Syntax, 
and Lynette Truss’s Eats Shoots and Leaves.  This short list of examples does not include 
other kinds of reading frequently assigned in the course: according to our survey, nearly 
all instructors additionally assigned students to read the work of other students, advice 
and rhetorical instruction, and short professional prose models.
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•  While the genre and theme of the reading assigned can and indeed does vary from section 
to section, as befits the design of the course, the amount of writing varies as well: data 
from our instructor survey suggests that in approximately equal percentages, instructors 
may assign over 50 pages of required reading per week; 40 pages per week; 30 pages per 
week; or 20 pages per week (no instructor acknowledged assigning ten or fewer pages per 
week). 

The variance in the amount of reading assigned to students each week is a topic of discussion in 
section (V). 

Outcomes (d) Revise through multiple drafts and critical readings to create and complete 
successful essays; and (g) construct coherent essays based on reading, interpreting, 
analyzing, critiquing, and synthesizing texts.  These outcomes were assessed as the overall 
criterion in the scoring. 

Table 5. Assessment of Overall Performance 

Outcomes (d) & (g): Overall  Start of term  End of term 
problematic  50.34%  9.27% 
acceptable  46.94%  48.34% 
exemplary  2.72%  42.38% 
mean score  1.28  2.45 
mean gain  1.17 
no improvement  16.43% 
moderate improvement  40.00% 
significant improvement  43.57% 

Stark contrasts between the startofterm and endofterm essays predominate here and in our 
assessment of a number of other outcomes.  To begin, we note that over half of the essays in the 
startofterm group were judged as problematic overall; in contrast, fewer than 10 percent were 
similarly judged as such at the end of the term.  Furthermore, while only 2.72% of the startof 
term essays were exemplary in this regard, the endofterm group featured 42.38% of the essays 
judged as such.  The mean score rose from 1.28 to 2.45, a gain of 1.17, and 83.57% of the 
students evaluated demonstrated either a moderate or significant improvement on this criterion 
from the start of term to its conclusion. 

These results speak well to the pedagogical strategies employed in the course.  Our survey of 
instructors indicates that the most frequently employed and prominently emphasized strategies 
include those aimed at fostering an ability to create and complete essays based on source 
material: 

•  discussion/analysis of rhetorical situations; 
•  peer review (draft workshop);
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•  inquirybased discussion of readings; 
•  student workinprogress; 
•  written invention, prewriting, heuristics; and 
•  inclass writing (drafting and revision). 

Our survey also demonstrates that students receive feedback on workinprogress and 
opportunities for revision at multiple stages of the writing process: 

•  70% of instructors provide formative feedback on developing ideas/prewriting/drafts; 
•  70% report routinely providing formative feedback on a draft; 
•  33% report routinely providing formative feedback on a revision; and 
•  100% report routinely providing evaluative feedback on the completed project. 

Last, our survey also indicates that 100% of our 111 instructors report that students provide 
formative feedback to other students on developing material, drafts, or revisions and that 
multiple opportunities for revision exist after critical readings by their instructor and colleagues. 

Outcome (e) Formulate intelligent claims and make purposeful, appropriately documented 
use of authoritative sources as supporting evidence.  This outcome conflates two important, 
yet closely interrelated skills: the articulation of sensible claims and their support with evidence 
that is not only purposefully presented but also appropriately documented.  After testing our 
scoring guide, we determined that we would need a separate criterion for documentation. 

Table 6. Assessment of Argument 

Outcome (e): Argument  Start of term  End of term 
problematic  55.78%  13.25% 
acceptable  42.86%  42.38% 
exemplary  1.36%  44.37% 
mean score  1.15  2.44 
mean gain  1.29 
no improvement  13.57% 
moderate improvement  31.43% 
significant improvement  55.00% 

Our findings regarding this outcome are similar to those listed above for students’ overall 
performance.  Again we see over half of the startofterm essays rated as problematic, and far 
fewer (13.25%) judged as such by the end of term; again we see nearly no (a scant 1.36%) essays 
judged as exemplary at the start of the term, yet a strong number (44.37%) achieving such a 
ranking by its conclusion.  Similar too are the mean scores from the start of term (1.15) and end 
of term (2.44) and the gain from the former to the latter (1.29), as are the percentage of students 
demonstrating moderate or significant improvement (86.43%).  Perhaps especially noteworthy is 
the fact that 55% of the students demonstrated significant improvement from the start of the term 
to the end.
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Again, classroom strategies commonly employed promote student accomplishment with this 
outcome.  Aside from those listed above in our discussion of students’ overall performance, 
strategies such argument analysis—employed as frequently and as emphatically as any other 
classroom activity—help promote students’ abilities to argue claims with appropriate, purposeful 
evidence. 

Table 7. Assessment of Documentation 

Outcome (e): Documentation  Start of term  End of term 
problematic  76.87%  11.26% 
acceptable  21.09%  49.67% 
exemplary  2.04%  39.07% 
mean score  0.72  2.43 
mean gain  1.71 
no improvement  10.00% 
moderate improvement  19.29% 
significant improvement  70.71% 

As we assessed students’ abilities to document sources correctly and purposefully, we observed 
performance on the startofterm essays that was nothing short of disastrous.  In fact, if students’ 
performance at the start of the term on the overall and argument criteria was unremarkable, on 
documentation it was literally pitiable.  Over three quarters (76.87%) of these startofterm 
essays were judged as problematic in this regard; however, the endofterm essays featured only 
11.26% of essays similarly judged as problematic.  Only two percent of the startofterm essays 
were exemplary in their use of documentation; 39.07 percent were at the end of the term.  The 
mean score rose from 0.72 (the lowest of all six criteria rated) to 2.43 (a level similar to that of 
all the others) by the end of the term. 

While incoming students may exhibit difficulties with a number of aspects of writing, our study 
makes clear that nowhere do they suffer so obviously as with documentation.  We are pleased to 
be able to report the strong progress made on this measure over the duration of the course, but at 
the same time the recognition that students performed so poorly on this measure at its start is 
sobering. 

Outcome (f) Make use of basic tools of research, such as general indexes, periodicals, and 
online databases.  This outcome was assessed only as a submeasure of documentation, 
addressed directly above.  From our survey, we did learn that instructors addressed this outcome 
primarily through assigning and providing instruction in traditional library researched papers: on 
average, instructors assign two to three papers requiring library research as described above, and 
all instructors reported spending class time on research and documentation work, doing so with 
an emphasis approximately equal to those discussed in the section on overall accomplishment 
(outcomes d and g) above.
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Outcome (h) Adapt the structure, content, and tone of their writing to the knowledge and 
attitudes of their audience.  This outcome was addressed as purpose in our assessment of 
student writing.  Generally, students’ progress and accomplishment with this outcome was 
similar to, if overall slightly less impressive than, that they exhibited with the overall and 
argument outcomes. 

Table 8. Assessment of Purpose and Audience 

Outcome (h): Purpose  Start of term  End of term 
problematic  42.18%  9.93% 
acceptable  55.78%  52.32% 
exemplary  2.04%  37.75% 
mean score  1.41  2.41 
mean gain  1.00 
no improvement  27.14% 
moderate improvement  30.00% 
significant improvement  42.86% 

Again we note a high percentage (42.18%) of problematic essays at the start of term diminishing 
to less than 10 percent by its end, and a paucity of exemplary startofterm essays (2.04%) 
increasing to a respectable number (37.75%) by the semester’s conclusion.  While startofterm 
essays were, in general, slightly better in this regard than they were in the overall and argument 
measures, the gain accomplished (1.00, from 1.41 to 2.41) and the percentage of students 
demonstrating improvement (72.86%) is still respectable. 

Some essays demonstrated a tangible lack of awareness of purpose and audience.  We recall 
fondly, for instance, the essay on the topic of teenage sex that fancifully conflated subject with 
audience when it concluded, sans the necessary pronoun referent, with this ominous prediction: 
“Let’s face it, sooner or later, we’re going to have sex.” 

Whether this writer intended the firstperson plural pronoun to reference the general subject of 
teenagers at large or to the union, so to speak, of the writer and reader, we are unsure, but we 
find either possibility troubling.  We can report, after reviewing the original essay, coded as 
culled from the startofterm group, that the writer’s score on this outcome had improved, if only 
marginally so, by the end of the term.  We can also report that the prediction so boldly claimed in 
the first essay has not, at least if one infers the second of possible pronoun referents, come to 
pass. 

Outcome (i) Use vivid, concrete language; concise, varied sentences; unified, cohesive 
paragraphs; genderinclusive English; and a collegelevel vocabulary; and outcome (j) 
proofread, edit, and correct their final copy for common errors of spelling, punctuation, 
capitalization, and usage.  These two outcomes were addressed, separately and respectively, as 
language and conventions in our assessment.  Yet as the results for each proved nearly exactly 
similar to each other, the results for the two are discussed together.
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Table 9. Assessment of Language 

Outcome (i): Language  Start of term  End of term 
problematic  28.57%  7.28% 
acceptable  65.31%  55.63% 
exemplary  6.12%  37.09% 
mean score  1.62  2.46 
mean gain  0.84 
no improvement  26.43% 
moderate improvement  45.00% 
significant improvement  28.57% 

Table 10. Assessment of Conventions 

Outcome (j): Conventions  Start of term  End of term 
problematic  29.25%  7.95% 
acceptable  66.67%  51.66% 
exemplary  4.08%  40.40% 
mean score  1.65  2.46 
mean gain  0.79 
no improvement  26.43% 
moderate improvement  44.29% 
significant improvement  29.29% 

On both of these measures, students performed at very nearsimilar levels of improvement and 
accomplishment.  In each, nearly thirty percent of students performed at problematic levels at the 
start of the term, a percentage that dropped to under eight percent by its end; in each, only a 
small percentage of students exhibited exemplary levels of accomplishment as the term began, 
yet a good number (close to 40%) did so by its conclusion.  In general, we see that students 
performed slightly better on these outcomes at the start of the term than they had on each of the 
others, and that by its end, they reached a level similar to that of each of the other outcomes. 

Given that students’ gain in these areas was less than that we observed in the others, we might 
consider whether or not the word, the sentence, the paragraph—these smaller stadia of discourse, 
as they are called in the field—deserve greater attention than they are typically given in the 
classroom.  Certainly, the published scholarship and contemporary pedagogies in the field of 
rhetoric and composition have paid less attention to these smaller stadia in recent years than they 
had a generation or two ago.  One would be hard pressed to find substantive research or 
scholarship conducted on sentence stylistics, paragraph patterns, or diction and usage in today’s 
scholarship, and we observe a similar pattern in our survey of English 111 instructors’ classroom 
practices.  There, instructors report, strategies including grammatical review, vocabulary and 
diction, and sentence and paragraphlevel exercise are all employed, but with significantly lesser 
emphasis than those mentioned above in our discussion of students’ overall performance.  It 
might be the case that greater classroom attention to growth, fluency, and variety in these smaller
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stadia—as opposed to the simple correction of errors exhibited within them—might result in 
even stronger gains by our students. 

V.  Suggestions for Improvement or Action Based on the Results 

As the results of the current assessment exhibit considerable improvement and acceptable 
accomplishment with the outcomes of the requirement, we have no strong recommendations to 
make regarding its curriculum or pedagogy, and the following recommendations are offered 
more as a means of maintaining and refining the requirement than reinventing it.  As these 
suggestions have, as of the submission of this report, yet to be discussed widely in the 
department, we offer them for the discussion and review of the department before considering 
actions based upon them. 

•  Administer this existing assessment instrument again, should circumstance and 
resources allow.  Though timeconsuming and complicated, the current assessment design 
demonstrates direct evidence of the degrees and types of growth and development exhibited 
in the course.  If possible, its design should be adopted for future rounds of Basic Skills 
assessment. 

•  Employ baseline data from this initiative in the assessment of the USP Writing Flag 
requirement in 200810.  Student IDs and essay scoring results can be tracked for those in 
our  sample data set as they move through the curriculum into their USP Writing Flag 
courses; as a result, we have an excellent opportunity for tracking these students’ experiences 
and accomplishments when the Writing Flag requirement is assessed in 200810. 

•  Build consensus regarding type, genre, level, and especially amount of assigned reading. 
The design of the course accommodates a purposeful diversity in the type and genre of 
assigned reading, yet the fluctuation in the amount (and we believe, the level) of assigned 
reading from section to section presents a concern.  The department would benefit from 
building greater consensus about its expectations for students and instructors regarding the 
course’s reading assignments. 

•  Review methods of assessing outcomes (ac) with direct measures of student learning. 
(Potentially done in concert with the Common Book project.)  The current assessment 
initiative did not attempt to assess these outcomes with direct evidence, yet there are means 
by which such an assessment might be attempted, especially if the Common Book project is 
widely adopted. 

•  Reconsider methods/depth of instruction for addressing outcomes (i) and (j) concerning 
language and conventions.  As discussed above, these outcomes are given lesser emphasis 
in classroom pedagogy and demonstrate lesser gain in our assessment.  The department 
would benefit from discussion of practical means of promoting greater fluency, competency, 
and variety with these smaller stadia of discourse.
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•  Preserve or lower existing enrollment caps.  Gains demonstrated in the overall, argument, 
purpose, and documentation areas are accomplished in no small part due to the reasonably 
small class size capped at 25.  The department has worked to reduce these caps to a 
consistent and workable enrollment and cannot afford, from a pedagogical perspective, to 
allow higher enrollments to jeopardize the gains accomplished in the course.  At the same 
time, smaller enrollments—in our instructor survey, the most prominent suggestion for 
improving the course—could promote even greater gain. 

•  Scrutinize potential grade inflation.  Though it was not the intent of our efforts to do so, 
we nonetheless learned in process of a substantial increase in the percentage of A grades 
awarded to English 111 students between the 199801 and the 200506 academic years, as 
the table below suggests. 

Final Course 
Grade 

19982001 
(n=4006) 

200506 
(n = 1503) 

A  24.04%  33.20% 
B  48.25%  41.78% 
C  24.61%  20.29% 
D  3.10%  4.72% 

Whether this increase has been incremental and ongoing in the intervening years or whether 
it is simply an anomaly, we do not yet know, but it nonetheless suggests a potential for grade 
inflation that should be scrutinized in further detail. 

In conclusion, this report should demonstrate the considerable gain made by the vast majority of 
students completing the English 111 requirement, with sufficient data regarding individual 
outcomes to inform further improvements to the course.  As the design of the University Studies 
Program reinforces the skills learned through this requirement with later work in Writing Flag 
courses, further assessment work should take into consideration the various paths by which 
students move from the completion of English 111 to and through those Writing Flag 
requirements. 

Submitted by: Faculty Area Committee for Basic Skills Assessment: College Reading and 
Writing.  J Paul Johnson (chair), Ethan Krase, Ditlev Larsen, Holly Shi, and Tammy Torres. 
Submitted June 1, 2006. 
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provided in this report; Susan Hatfield, Theresa Waterbury, and Chad Moeller of the office of Assessment and 
Institutional Research for the support for scorers and their timely assistance with requests for data; and Lori Beseler 
of the Registrar’s office for information regarding the sections offered.



University Studies Program Assessment 
Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing 

Committee Chair and Contact Person: J Paul Johnson 
Committee Members: Holly Shi, Ditlev Larsen, Ethan Krase, Tammy Torres 

As part of a larger initiative undertaking assessment of the University Studies 
Program, a committee of English faculty has been formed to undertake assessment 
of the Basic Skills area of College Reading and Writing. The committee has been 
developing an assessment plan since December and is now ready to solicit samples 
of student writing from Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 sections of English 111. 

Our charge is to deliver a report on the assessment of this area by June 1, 2006. 

The committee asks for your participation in this effort.  We have made every 
effort possible to design an assessment initiative that is as unobtrusive to your 
classroom teaching as is possible.  Data we collect will be completely anonymous 
and used only for the purpose of improvement of the program and curriculum. 

We hope—but certainly do not require—that you will be able to participate 
in the following activities, each of which we detail further below: 

1. Assigning an argumentative essay in the first week(s) of the term. 
2. Assigning another argumentative essay in the last week(s) of the term. 
3. Responding to a short (one‐ or two‐page) questionnaire. 

In the pages that follow, we provide more details about the project, including: 

o General Notes: the Initiative, the Essay Instructions, Scoring Guide, and 
Questionnaire 

o A Timeline of Related Assessment Activities 
o Handout: Instructions for Administering the Assessment Essays 
o Handout: Instructions for the English 111 Essay Assignment 
o Scoring Guide to be used by the Reviewers 
o Questions and Answers on the Initiative



General Notes on the Initiative, Instructions, Scoring Guide, & Questionnaire 

Our assessment effort asks that English 111 students write two separate essays as indicated 
above, one in the first week(s) of the term, the second in the last week(s) of the term. We will 
provide identical instructions for each (attached), with the expectation that students will write 
on a different topic, based on different readings, in the second essay. The committee will sort, 
randomize, select, assess, analyze, and report on these at a later date; we expect to be able both 
to assess individuals’ development over the term and to establish baseline data about their end‐ 
of‐term performance. 

We expect that most participating instructors will likely use the first essay as an ungraded 
assignment for diagnostic purposes, and then to assign the second as a graded essay in their 
course.  We recommend that students be given the assignment in advance of the due date (in 
other words, we cannot use handwritten in‐class essays), and we will request that students 
submit two copies of each essay: one for your normal classroom purposes, and the other to 
submit to the committee for review. 

Essay instructions: The attached essay instructions have been designed so that they can be 
simply distributed as a class handout—or modified or expanded as each instructor may desire. 
(We will make available a Word copy for those who wish to modify its language.) 

As you can see, the instructions ask that students compose documented argumentative essays 
based on their reading of source material.  As long as students are provided the basic language of 
these instructions, instructors may see fit to modify the assignment to suit their own purposes, 
such as increasing the length of the assignment or adding additional criteria. 

With either or both assignments, you may ask your students to read material to which they have 
regular access as a matter of course in your class—such as a chapter from a topically‐arranged 
reader, perhaps, or by requiring that they conduct their own library research, as many of you do. 
Or, alternatively, the committee can provide reading material from CQ Researcher, to which our 
library subscribes via electronic access, upon request. 

Scoring Guide: We have attached a copy of a draft of the scoring guide we will use in assessing 
the essays. As is our charge, the guide addresses (most of) the USP outcomes for the course. 
The committee will review, test, and, if necessary, revise the guide this summer. You may choose 
to use, or modify, the guide to suit your own purposes as you see fit. 

Questionnaire: The committee will distribute a questionnaire to English 111 instructors during 
fall semester of 2005 and will welcome your contribution.  The questionnaire will likely address 
some basic questions regarding common course practices, such as the number, types, and 
lengths of formal and informal writing projects assigned; the amount, types, and range of the 
reading required; and the kinds of classroom practices employed in the course.  We expect that 
we will be able to summarize and publish the results of the questionnaire early in the spring 
semester of 2006.



Timeline of Related Assessment Activities 

April 2004: University Studies Program Assessment Plan approved by Faculty Senate and 
Accepted by Administration. 

Fall 2004: Senate appoints faculty members to assessment committees for Basic Skills areas 
of USP, including College Reading and Writing (2004‐2006). 

Spring 2005: Committees meet with USP and Assessment Directors, review charge, and begin 
research. Area committee chairs attend AAC&U conference on general 
education assessment. Each area committee begins meeting separately to 
formulate plans and activities for collection and assessment of data. Basic Skills: 
College Reading & Writing committee develops plan for assessment in its area. 

April 2005: Basic Skills: College Reading & Writing committee presents plan to English 
Department. 

Summer 2005: Committee tests plan in selected summer sections of English 111; reviews, tests, 
and refines scoring guide; provides updates to faculty on developments. 

Fall 2005: During Faculty Development Days (Aug. 22‐26), committee meets with 
participating faculty to review activities. 

Near start of semester, participating faculty assign first essay. 

Near midsemester, participating faculty complete questionnaire. 

Near end of semester, participating faculty assign second essay. 

Committee begins review of essays and questionnaires. 

Spring 2006: During Faculty Development Days (Jan. 5‐11), committee meets with 
participating faculty to review activities. 

Near start of semester, participating faculty assign first essay. 

Near end of semester, participating faculty assign second essay. 

May 2006: During Faculty Development Days (May 8‐10), committee—with assistance 
from paid, trained scorers—completes review and analysis of essays. 

June 2006: Final report on activities due.



Instructions for Administering the Assessment Essays 

1. Select any set of readings you think appropriate to the class and the 
assignment.  If you wish, you may instead elect to have the committee 
provide readings from CQ Researcher. Email J Paul Johnson at 
pjohnson@winona.edu for copies. 

2. Provide your students with a copy of the instructions for the essay 
assignment.  Indicate on the assignment sheet the readings assigned and the 
due date.  If you would like a Word copy, so that you can modify or add to 
the instructions, contact pjohnson@winona.edu. 

3. When students submit their essays, collect one copy from each student, 
place the set in the folder we provide you, and leave them in J Paul Johnson’s 
mailbox. Please include along with the stack of papers a copy of the 
instructions you provided to students. (Note: you may elect to block out 
the students’ names, or the committee can do so for you.)  The other set of 
essays is for you to keep for your own purposes.

mailto:pjohnson@winona.edu
mailto:pjohnson@winona.edu


Instructions for the English 111 Essay Assignment 

Required reading for this assignment: 

Your task is to analyze carefully the rhetoric and structure of the assigned 
material, and write an essay that articulates and supports a clear position on 
an issue raised by the reading. 

Imagine your audience to be a college‐educated community of learners interested 
in your position. 

Use a recognized format for presentation and citation (such as MLA, APA, etc.). 
You may make use of a handbook, dictionary, or other additional resources as 
appropriate.  Appropriate length: approximately four double‐spaced pages or 1000 
words. 

You should strive to … 

• construct a coherent essay based on a critical reading of the assigned texts; 

• formulate intelligent claims and make purposeful, appropriately documented use of 
authoritative sources as supporting evidence; 

• adapt the structure, content, and tone of your writing to the knowledge and attitudes 
of your audience; 

• use vivid, concrete language; concise, varied sentences; unified, cohesive paragraphs; 
gender‐inclusive English; and a college‐level vocabulary; and 

• proofread, edit, and correct your final copy for common errors of spelling, punctuation, 
capitalization, and usage. 

Please submit TWO copies of this assignment on the assigned date: __________. 
INCLUDE YOUR TECH ID NUMBER AT THE TOP OF YOUR FIRST PAGE.



Questions and Answers on the Initiative 

Why are we bothering? What can we hope to learn? 

The university is obligated to report on its assessment of University Studies, and the 
Assessment Plan noted above has been approved by Senate and accepted by the 
Administration.  Other committees are undertaking the assessment of the other Basic 
Skills areas, and assessment of the Arts & Science Core classes will begin next year as 
well.  But more pertinent to teaching faculty is the potential to learn how well our 
students are progressing through the required class.  From this initiative, we should gain 
meaningful data about … 

o the success with which English 111 students achieve the course objectives; 
o the improvement students demonstrate in achieving those objectives; 
o course objectives which are met more consistently than others; and 
o classroom practices that help students meet those objectives. 

We hope that the department can make good use of the data we collect in determining 
possible areas for curricular or pedagogical improvement. 

What will the final report address? 

As detailed in the University Studies Program Assessment Plan, the final committee 
report is to address the following: 

o the number and percentage of students involved; 
o a description of the process of data collection and analysis; 
o results of the current‐year assessment; and 
o suggestions for improvement or action based on the results. 

The committee’s responsibility will be to provide copies of the finished report to the 
University Studies Subcommittee and to the department by June 1, 2006.  The report, 
along with others provided by committees assessing the other three Basic Skills areas, 
will be furnished to the Higher Learning Commission of the North Central Association 
of Colleges and Schools as an appendix to a progress report on the development, 
implementation, and assessment of University Studies, due September 1, 2006. 

What if I don’t participate? 

We will hope to be able to collect essays from as many 111 sections as can participate, but 
we recognize that some sections may not be able to accommodate us.  Our goal is to be 
able to cull a randomized sample of essays from as large a pool of sections as possible.



What if I agree to participate, and then back out?  Or what if I agree to participate but 
encounter difficulties in accommodating the initiative? 

Your first obligation is to the integrity of your own classroom teaching.  If you cannot 
reasonably accommodate our requests, we understand.  We have aimed to make the 
assessment as unobtrusive as possible, but we recognize as well that what we ask may 
simply not be feasible for all instructors. 

What if I can only respond to your questionnaire, and not to the request for papers—or 
vice versa? 

Either of these contributions will be greatly welcome. 

What if I can only accommodate the first assignment, and not the last—or vice versa? 

Since we aim to collect data on students’ improvement from the first to the last, in these 
scenarios we would not be able to use the papers from your class. 

If I agree to participate, what’s in it for me? 

First, you will have, based on the first diagnostic essay, a helpful indication of each of 
your students’ strengths and weaknesses with the kinds of reading and writing skills 
emphasized in the course.  Second, you will be able to gauge, in comparing each of your 
students’ first paper with the last, his or her development over the semester with each of 
the stated criteria.  Since the results of the study will provide the department with an 
overall picture of students’ levels of accomplishment and progress with each of those 
same criteria, you will be able to compare your students’ results with those of others. 
(However, the committee will not be assessing the results by section; nor can we 
promise to provide complete results from each participating section, since we will be 
reading a randomized sample of the essays we collect.) 

A last benefit is one that is too often implicit in discussions of assessment initiatives. 
Frequently, they can have the benefit of bringing faculty together in discussion of 
common goals and practices.  These discussions are valuable in their own right. 

What will I have to do to get started? 

Whenever you are planning your 2005‐06 English 111 courses, please consider the 
possibility of including a diagnostic essay and a later argumentative essay.  (To our 
knowledge, many 111 instructors do so already.) The committee will provide reminder 
messages as the summer progresses, an informational meeting before classes begin in the 
fall, and updates on the initiative throughout the year.  A handout providing simple 
instructions is provided.
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SURVEY OF ENGLISH 111 INSTRUCTORS 
 
The following survey was designed and administered by a committee of faculty assessing student 
learning in the Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing requirement of the University Studies Program 
at Winona State University in November of 2005.  Sixteen instructors of English 111—of 22 recipients—
responded to the survey. 
 
1. NUMBER OF FORMAL WRITING ASSIGNMENTS/PROJECTS assigned in English 111. 

 
Responses were evenly divided (eight each) between those indicating assigning 3-4 and 5-6 formal 
projects. 

 
2. NUMBER AND TYPE/GENRE OF FORMAL ASSIGNMENTS/PROJECTS assigned in 111.   
 

Responses indicated that argumentative and analytical papers were the most frequently assigned as 
indicated below.  Instructors indicated the number of each kinds of assignment they required. 

 
type of assignment n
argumentative (position papers, evaluations, problem/solution, etc.) 20
analytical/interpretive (cause/effect, synthesis, literary/critical interpretation, etc.) 17
narrative/descriptive based on experience (memoir, profile, autobiography) 12
traditional library research papers (any type) 12
narrative/analytical based on observation (microethnography, case studies, oral history) 8
expository/informational (reports, definition/explanation, classification) 7

 
3. Number of FORMAL WRITING ASSIGNMENTS/PROJECTS requiring the use of DOCUMENTED 

SOURCES. 
 

Seven respondents indicated one or two. 
Seven respondents indicated three or four. 
Two respondents indicated five or six. 

 
4. Number of FORMAL WRITING ASSIGNMENTS/PROJECTS requiring the use of LIBRARY 

AND/OR FIELD RESEARCH beyond those works assigned all students in the class. 
  
Ten respondents indicated one or two. 
Five respondents indicated three or four. 
One respondent indicated five or six. 
 

5. DOCUMENTATION FORMAT(S) employed by students in these assignments. 
 

Thirteen respondents required MLA format. 
One respondent required APA format. 
Two respondents indicated that students had a choice of format. 

 
6. Number of PAGES OF FORMAL, POLISHED WRITING required for formal projects. 
 

Eleven respondents indicated 20 pages. 
Five respondents indicated 25 pages. 
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7. Opportunities for REVISION on formal projects. 
 

Please note that for this and subsequent responses, graphs provide response data.  The bars 
represent the percentage of respondents indicating each item.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Types of FEEDBACK students receive on formal projects.  
 

The bars represent the percentage of respondents indicating each item as provided by the instructor 
(yellow) or students (blue). 
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9. The PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS’ FINAL COURSE GRADE determined by formal projects.   
The bars represent the percentage of respondents indicating each item. 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. Number of pages of INFORMAL WRITING students complete PER WEEK.  The bars represent 

the percentage of respondents indicating each item. 
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11. Number of pages of READING assigned students PER WEEK.  The bars represent the 
percentage of respondents indicating each item. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. TYPES or GENRES OF READING assigned to students.  The blue bars indicate the number of 

respondents indicating the item.  The yellow bars indicate the weighted strength of response (48 
highest possible), weighting the item with three points for high priority, two for moderate, and one for 
low.   For example, fifteen respondents (of 16 possible) indicated that students read other students’ 
writing. 
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13. CLASSROOM ACTIVITIES employed. Respondents were asked to indicate each activity employed 
and to rank its priority as 1 (high), 2 (moderate), or 3 (low). The blue bars indicate the number of 
respondents indicating the item (16 possible).  Note: the same scale is employed for subsequent 
questions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14. Use of COMPUTER/NETWORK TECHNOLOGY. The blue bars indicate the number of respondents 

indicating the item (16 possible).  The yellow bars indicate the weighted strength of response (48 
highest possible). 
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15. Means of IMPROVING THE TEACHING OF ENGLISH 111. The blue bars indicate the number of 
respondents indicating the item (16 possible).  The yellow bars indicate the weighted strength of 
response (48 highest possible). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16. Perceived PRIMARY GOAL(S) of the Basic Skills: College Reading and Writing requirement in 

the University Studies Program. The blue bars indicate the number of respondents indicating the 
item (16 possible).  The yellow bars indicate the weighted strength of response (48 highest possible). 
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INTRODUCTION 

The importance of effective oral communication skills, particularly presentational skills, has long 
been recognized as a critical component of future success.  The Oral Communication 
requirement was incorporated into the University Studies curriculum at Winona State University 
in order to ensure that all undergraduate students would obtain the knowledge and experience 
needed to enable them to become highly competent communicators by the time they graduated. 
Intended as a foundational course, Public Speaking (CMST 191) was earmarked as the Basic 
Skills course responsible for providing instruction and learning activities aimed at meeting 
learning objectives promoting oral communication proficiency. 

Eight learning outcomes were established for courses satisfying Oral Communication 
objectives—namely, that students would be able to: 

1.  Deliver a selfprepared speech in a public setting with a reasonable level of competency; 

2.  Demonstrate the basic principles for organizing ideas appropriately for accomplishing 
informative and persuasive communication objectives; 

3.  Understand and demonstrate the principles of rhetorical sensitivity and effective, audience 
centered message adaptation, utilizing genderneutral English; 

4.  Locate, use and correctly cite appropriate evidence in supporting their claims; 

5.  Demonstrate communication behaviors appropriate for effective comprehensive and 
supportive listening; 

6.  Understand and be able to apply the communication behaviors appropriate for the 
constructive management of intragroup conflict; 

7.  Understand the skills, roles and methods of proceeding in task groups in order to achieve 
high levels of motivation, productivity and member satisfaction and obtain highquality 
decisions and outputs; and 

8.  Understand the components of the communication process and how they enhance and/or 
hinder the effective exchange of information and ideas. 

Adopting these outcomes and other secondary objectives as well, CMST 191 was designed to 
produce students capable of  developing, organizing, adapting, crediting and orally presenting 
their ideas effectively within a formal, public speaking contextboth as individuals and, 
collaboratively, as members of presentation groups.  This assessment report examines the extent 
to which these objectives were met, considering six specific learning outcomes.



Selected Learning Outcomes 

Efforts were directed at measuring the degree to which the first four learning outcome 
requirements for Oral Communication courses were accomplished.  One additional learning 
outcome was added reflecting students’ ability to develop their claims using appropriate 
evidence.  Emphasis was placed on measuring communication competency in the area of public 
speaking, given the present, central thrust of  CMST 191—a course whose title and areas of 
instructional emphasis underwent change in 2004 when  Fundamentals of Speech 
Communication (a hybrid course with equal emphasis in interpersonal communication, group 
dynamics and public speaking instruction) became Public Speaking.  No specific attempts were 
made to assess students’ conceptual understanding and application of listening, conflict 
management, communication process or group work principles. 

The following six learning outcomes were formulated and utilized as the bedrock for the CMST 
191 course assessment: 

1.  At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in their ability to deliver selfprepared informative and persuasive speeches in a public 
setting; 

2.  At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in their ability to effectively organize information aimed at accomplishing informative and 
persuasive objectives; 

3.  At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in developing and supporting their claims with appropriate evidence to accomplish 
informative and persuasive speech objectives; 

4.  At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in displaying rhetorical sensitivity and the use of genderneutral language when delivering 
oral presentations aimed at accomplishing informative and persuasive objectives; 

5.  At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in audiencecentered message adaptation when delivering oral presentations aimed at 
accomplishing informative and persuasive objectives; and 

6.  At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in their ability to locate, use and correctly cite appropriate evidence when preparing and 
delivering oral presentations aimed at accomplishing informative and persuasive objectives. 

Obstacles to Assessment 

Three obstacles emerged in the course of assessing the extent to which the forementioned 
learning outcomes were met.  First, full participation by all CMST 191 faculty was not secured.



Furthermore, some faculty submitted data for one speech only, or failed to obtain and submit 
some of the data requested.  Missing data were not detected until attempts at data entry were 
made at the end of the term.  By then it was too late to secure the missing information.  Hence, a 
complete data set was not obtained.  Contrasts and changes in demonstrated competency across 
speaking assignments for all students could not be ascertained.  Secondly, speech outlines and 
selfreport data, including students’ selfcritiques, were not collected as part of the data set for 
assessment.  The absence of these materials reduced the extent to which grounded explanations 
could be made for observed deficiencies.  Finally, students’ informative and persuasive speeches 
were not videotaped across all sections of CMST 191, nor were master tapes created containing 
all of the presentations delivered in each section.  Moreover, student consent was not secured in 
advance to permit random review of speeches for course assessment purposes.  Consequently, 
missing assessment data could not be obtained in post hoc fashion.  Furthermore, random checks 
for intercoder reliability could not be performed. 

This report now turns to a discussion of the data used to assess learning outcome attainment and 
the size and scope of the data base. 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS INVOLVED 

Student Sample 

The course assessment for Public Speaking was based upon a relatively large data set obtained 
from 648 students enrolled in twentyeight sections of CMST 191.  Framed in terms of 
percentages, assessment data were provided for 88% of the total number of students completing 
the course across the thirtytwo sections of CMST 191 during the spring term, 2006.  Assessment 
data were supplied by ten of the eleven permanent and fixedterm faculty teaching the course, 
representing a 91% participation rate. 

Although the goal was to secure informative and persuasive speech assessment data for all 
students enrolled in CMST 191 during the spring semester, this goal was not achieved.  No 
assessment data was supplied for students enrolled in four sections of CMST 191 (n = 91). 
Similarly, only partial data was submitted for students in thirteen sections.  Specifically, three 
instructors supplied assessment data reflecting delivery, organization and contentrelated 
learning outcomes for students’ informative or persuasive speech, but not both.  In addition, two 
instructors failed to supply contentrelated assessment data, inadvertently using the assessment 
forms developed for pilot testing—forms that did not solicit content ratings which address four 
of the learning outcomes. 

Selection Process 

Rather than selecting a smaller sample of student work for assessment purposes, efforts were 
made to obtain data from all students completing CMST 191 although this goal was not 
accomplished.  Although additional artifacts could have been evaluated, including students’ 
outlines, competency assessment was restricted to that which was demonstrated when students



delivered their 56 minute informative speech and their 78 minute persuasive speech. 
Competency across the six learning outcomes was assessed by students’ course instructor. 
Sample Validity 

Confidence regarding sample validity could be regarded as relatively high given attempts to base 
the course assessment on data obtained from all students rather than on a selected sample.  In 
addition, with some exception, two sets of data were collected per student.  Moreover, data was 
obtained from tenured, probationary (notyettenured) and fixedterm faculty. 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

Competency Assessment Instrument 

An assessment form was created for the purposes of recording the demonstrated competency 
levels of students across the six learning outcomes for both informative and persuasive speeches. 
The instrument was designed with three objectives in mind.  First, the form needed to go beyond 
a gross evaluative rating of competency level attainment visàvis the six learning outcomes.  In 
effect, it needed to capture deficiency areas to increase the interpretability of the general 
findings.  Secondly, the form needed to be relatively quick to complete to better ensure faculty 
participation in collecting assessment data.  Moreover, the assessment form needed to work in 
conjunction with the evaluation forms actually used by faculty.  Extra consideration was given to 
this factor, recognizing that course instructors use their own preferred forms to evaluate student 
speeches.  Forms and weights assigned to various speech components vary among instructors. 
Caution was taken to not ask faculty to reevaluate student speeches at a microlevel.  Finally, 
the form needed to be both standard and versatile, permitting its use across informative and 
persuasive speech genres, as well as across fact, value and policy persuasive speech types (see 
appended CMST 191 Informative and Persuasive Speech Assessment Form). 

Three competency levels were designated:  Unsatisfactory, Reasonable and Exemplary.   A 
“Good” or “Above Expectations” option was not included to sidestep the inevitable problems and 
lack of consensus over goodversussatisfactory standards of excellence.  Hence, performance 
rated as Reasonable could meet or exceed expectations.  The Exemplary level was included to 
capture special cases of outstanding performance where students’ performance far surpassed 
expectations—i.e., competence at the “Wow!” level.  Efforts were made to create benchmarks 
reflecting recognized standards within the communication field and ones that would concurrently 
align with expectations of laypersons not specifically steeped in speechwriting knowledge. 

Pilot Testing 

An initial version of the CMST 191 Assessment Form was pilot tested by two course instructors 
during the fall semester, 2005.  The initial version only solicited competence assessments in the 
areas of delivery and organization.   No content information was solicited.  Both instructors 
reported that the form was easy to use, although initially daunting.  Both also reported that, as



predicted, a significant number of their students met the reasonable standards of performance. 
Hence, circling R, for Reasonable, was all that was required. 

Faculty Orientation and Training 

A special meeting was held to familiarize faculty with the objectives and time line for 
assessment activities, and the learning outcomes to be evaluated.  Faculty received packets 
containing the CMST 191 Assessment Form and competency rubrics prior to the start of spring 
semester when data were to be collected (see appended Competency Rubrics for Delivery, 
Organization and Content).  The two instructors who had pilot tested the assessment instrument 
reported on the ease and value of its use.  Although originally intended, no norming sessions 
were conducted to ensure coding consistency across instructors. 

Data Collection 

Assessment data were collected at two junctures during the spring semester, 2006:  when 
students delivered their informative speech and when they presented their persuasive speech.  No 
effort was made to collect data for other speaking assignments, including students’ group 
presentation which required they collaboratively prepare and deliver a 1520 minute speech with 
several classmates.  For most students, the informative speaking assignment constituted the first 
major independent speech given, and the persuasive speech the last.  However, variations 
occurred across sections.  For example, some students delivered their “group speech” as their 
first or their last speech. 

Information circled on the CMST 191 Assessment Forms provided the data for learning outcome 
assessment.  Faculty completed CMST 191 Public Speaking Assessment Form for both 
informative and persuasive speeches, assisted by ratings and comments recorded on their own 
respective speech evaluation forms.  Instructors were asked to utilize the competency rubrics and 
their associated performance indicators when determining competency levels.  Any noted 
deficiency yielded an unsatisfactory rating.  Faculty recorded whether unsatisfactory (U), 
reasonable (R) or exemplary (E) levels of competency were demonstrated in delivery, 
organization and content areas, circling the appropriate letter on the assessment form.  In 
addition, instructors circled all of the appropriate numerical codes corresponding with observed 
deficiencies whenever students’ performance failed to meet reasonable, expected standards of 
excellence.  The overall ratings and the presence or absence of designated deficiencies were later 
dummy coded to permit subsequent statistical analysis. 

Data Analysis 

An SPSS variable template was created to facilitate subsequent data analysis.  Each of the CMST 
191 Assessment Form columns, including overall competency ratings and deficiency indicators, 
was treated as a variable.  Dummy codes were assigned to the variables.  For example, 
Reasonable competence (R) was coded as 0.  Exemplary competence (E) received a code of +1. 
Unsatisfactory competence (U) received a code of 1.  Circled deficiencies were coded as 1.  A



code of 0 was entered if the deficiency was not observed.  Once entered, the data were subjected 
to an analysis yielding frequency information.  The results illuminated the extent to which the 
learning outcomes were achieved.  The results of this analysis are presented in the next section. 
RESULTS 

The extent to which student performance met, exceeded or failed to meet reasonable competency 
expectations for each of the assessed learning outcomes is reported in Table 1.  As the figures 
indicate, the majority of students enrolled in Public Speaking were able to successfully 
demonstrate the skills, concepts and abilities associated with the six learning outcomes.  The 
percentage of students demonstrating reasonable competence varied across learning outcomes 
and speech types.  The area of overall greatest success across all students was in rhetorical 
sensitivity.  The greatest weaknesses across informative and persuasive speeches appeared in the 
areas of delivery and organization.  While competency gains were made in delivery and source 
crediting when students delivered their persuasive speech, increased weaknesses emerged in 
organization and support (use of evidence). 

Table 1:  Summary of the Overall Learning Outcome Assessment Results Reported in Valid 
Percentages 

Learning Outcomes  Below expectations  Meets expectations  Above expectations 

1.  Delivery 
Informative Speech 
Persuasive Speech 

25% 
20% 

70% 
76% 

5% 
4% 

2.  Organization 
Informative Speech 
Persuasive Speech 

23% 
27% 

71% 
68% 

6% 
5% 

3.  Support 
Informative Speech 
Persuasive Speech 

5% 
15% 

95% 
85% 

<1% 
0% 

4.  Audience Adaptation 
Informative Speech 
Persuasive Speech 

5% 
17% 

95% 
83% 

<1% 
0% 

5.  Rhetorical Sensitivity 
Informative Speech 
Persuasive Speech 

0% 
5% 

99% 
95% 

<1% 
0% 

6.  Source Crediting 
Informative Speech 
Persuasive Speech 

14% 
10% 

85% 
90% 

<1% 
0%



The information contained in Table 1 sheds light on the big picture—namely, the overall extent 
to which the various learning outcomes were achieved.  Attention now turns to problem areas 
that contributed to unsatisfactory performance. 
Deficiency Areas and Commentary 

The course assessment conducted for CMST 191 exposed patterns of weakness related to the 
various outcomes within informative and persuasive speaking contexts.  The presence of these 
weaknesses prevented the achievement of reasonable competency for the percentage of students 
noted.  Specific deficiencies observed for each of the learning outcomes assessed are reported in 
this next section. 

Learning Outcome 1: 
At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in their ability to deliver selfprepared informative and persuasive speeches in a public setting. 

Table 2:  Delivery Deficiencies in Informative and Persuasive Speaking Contexts Reported 
in Valid Percentages 

Deficiencies  Informative Speech 
(n = 646) 

Persuasive Speech 
(n = 418) 

Eye contact:  Absent 
Speech essentially read  9%  6% 

Eye contact:  Inadequate 
Fair on occasion but inadequate at other times  11%  11% 

Articulation: 
Difficult to understand what was said  5%  1% 

Volume: 
Barely audible  6%  1% 

Fluency: 
Overabundance of fillers and/or restarts  8%  2% 

Vocal variety: 
Monotonal or flat; lack of pitch variation  10%  2% 

Speaking rate 
Rate was too fast or too slow  11%  2% 

Body use 
Distracting body movement  10%  3% 

Other: 
Other deficiencies noted  6%  4% 

The results presented in Table 2 illuminate areas of performance weakness incurred by students 
when delivering their informative and persuasive speeches.  The figures indicate that 20% of the 
students sampled failed to maintain adequate levels of eye contact while presenting.  Either they 
read their speech or sometimes relied too heavily on their note cards or outline.  The figures also 
reveal that the overall percentage of students showing deficiencies in their delivery decreased 
when the students presented their persuasive speech late in the semester.  Somewhat sizeable 
changes were noted in speaking rate and vocal variety.  The figures demonstrate what instructors



have observed for years—namely, that performance increases do occur within a semester’s time, 
typically as a result of increased speaking experience, deficiency recognition through feedback 
and videotaped selfobservation, conscious attention to improvement and practice. 
Learning Outcome 2: 
At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in their ability to effectively organize information aimed at accomplishing informative and 
persuasive objectives. 

Table 3:  Deficiencies in Organization in Informative and Persuasive Speaking Contexts 
Reported in Valid Percentages 

Deficiency Areas  Informative Speech 
(n = 646) 

Persuasive Speech 
(n = 416) 

Overall 3part structure: 
Lack of a noticeable 3part structure  
e.g., missing introduction; abrupt ending 

2%  3% 

Introduction: 
Weak or missing attentiongetter; unclear 
topic; missing thesis and/or preview 

11%  6% 

Main points: 
Main points were missing, embedded, 
unclear, not previewed or different from 
what was previewed 

11%  5% 

Subpoints: 
Missing subpoints; strings of facts given 
without their framing subpoint claim 

11%  4% 

Coherence: 
Content was jumbled and hard to follow  10%  7% 

Content placement: 
Misplaced content creating “detours”  11%  4% 

Flow: 
Absence of connectives; abrupt shifts from 
section to section 

16%  10% 

Organizational structure: 
Inappropriate organizational structure given 
the speech purpose 

10%  8% 

The results presented in Table 3 reveal areas of performance weakness incurred by students 
when organizing the content of their informative and persuasive speeches.  Although the figures 
suggest that improvements were made when persuasive speeches were crafted, Table 1 results 
present a different picture—namely, a greater percentage of students failed to demonstrate 
reasonable competence in organizing the content of their persuasive speech.  Some students had 
multiple deficiencies.  The figures reported in Table 3 suggest that deficiencies remained, most 
notably in the areas of connective use and choice of organizational structure.  Some students 
neglected to insert internal previews, internal summaries, signposts and/or transitions into the 
body of their speech, failing to provide the desired flow between main points and subpoints.



Similarly, some students utilized a topical organizational structure instead of a structure more 
appropriate for accomplishing persuasive objectives (e.g., Monroe’s Motivated Sequence, 
ProblemCauseSolution, ProblemSolution). 
Learning Outcome 3: 
At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in developing and supporting their claims with appropriate evidence to accomplish 
informative and persuasive speech objectives. 

Table 4:  Deficiencies in Evidence Use in Informative and Persuasive Speaking Contexts 
Reported in Valid Percentages 

Deficiency Areas  Informative Speech 
(n=334) 

Persuasive Speech 
(n= 308) 

Support: 
General lack of support for claims  5%  15% 

Evidence: 
Problems with source, nature, recency or 
use of evidence 

<1%  10% 

Reasoning 
Reasoning errors – e.g., hasty generalization, 
causal fallacy, bandwagon 

<1%  10% 

The results presented in Table 4 reveal areas of performance weakness incurred by students in 
the area of claim development and support.  A greater percentage of evidencerelated 
deficiencies appeared in persuasive speeches, largely due to the increased complexity of this 
speaking genre.  Students frequently made assertions, treating them as selfevident “truths.” 

Learning Outcome 4: 
At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in displaying rhetorical sensitivity and the use of genderneutral language when delivering 
oral presentations aimed at accomplishing informative and persuasive objectives. 

Table 5:  Deficiencies in Rhetorical Sensitivity in Informative and Persuasive Speaking 
Contexts Reported in Valid Percentages 

Deficiency Areas  Informative Speech 
(n = 334) 

Persuasive Speech 
(n = 309) 

Insensitivity: 
Rhetorically insensitive language and/or 
content; failure to use genderneutral language 

0%  5% 

The results presented in Table 5 reveal the extent to which students failed to exhibit rhetorical 
sensitivity when delivering their informative and/or persuasive speech.  As the percentages 
suggest, deficiencies emerged when students engaged in persuasive discourse.



Learning Outcome 5: 
At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence 
in audiencecentered message adaptation when delivering oral presentations aimed at 
accomplishing informative and persuasive objectives. 

Table 6:  Deficiencies in Audience Adaptation in Informative and Persuasive Speaking 
Contexts Reported in Valid Percentages 

Deficiency Areas  Informative Speech 
(n = 334) 

Persuasive Speech 
(n = 308) 

Audience adaptation: 
Missing or inadequate tailoring and relevance 
links in speech body and introduction 

4%  17% 

Technical Language 
Language was overly technical; speech 
content was hard to understand and/or absorb 

0%  7% 

The results presented in Table 6 indicate areas of performance weakness related to message 
adaptation incurred by students when delivering their informative and/or persuasive speech.  As 
the figures indicate, a greater percentage of messageadaptation deficiencies appeared in 
persuasive speeches.  The absence or inadequacy of tailoring efforts became more salient and 
critical in these presentations, as the speech purpose typically entailed convincing audience 
members of a pressing need or problem and persuading them to alter their behavior patterns, 
support an advocated position, adopt an espoused viewpoint or take action to advance a policy 
proposal. 

Learning Outcome 6: 
At a minimum, all students enrolled in CMST 191 will demonstrate reasonable competence in 
their ability to locate, use and correctly cite appropriate evidence when preparing and delivering 
oral presentations aimed at accomplishing informative and persuasive objectives. 

Table 7:  Deficiencies in Source Utilization and Crediting in Informative and Persuasive 
Speaking Contexts Reported in Valid Percentages 

Deficiency Areas  Informative Speech 
(n = 334) 

Persuasive Speech 
(n = 308) 

Source Citations: 
Missing or incomplete source citations; 
secondary sources cited; failure to orally cite 
sources as information was given 

14%  10% 

The figures appearing in Table 7 indicate the extent to which students encountered difficulties in 
adequately utilizing and/or orally citing sources when presenting their informative and/or



persuasive speech.  Some explanation is warranted to interpret the breadth of the deficiency and 
the comparative difference between the two speeches. 

There are several factors that, in all likelihood, contributed to the emergence of the deficiencies 
and changes noted.  It has been observed that: 

.  Many students tend to select informative speech topics with which they are already familiar, 
circumventing the perceived necessity to do research or integrate information obtained from 
outside sources or multiple sources (e.g., water skiing techniques, types of selfdefense 
weapons, farming practices). 

.  Many students frequently fail to recognize the differences between expository writing and 
speech writing, particularly in the area of crediting protocol.  Students frequently identify 
their sources on a reference page attached to their speech outline, neglecting to orally cite 
those sources during their presentation.  In effect, they assume that listing their sources is 
sufficient. 

.  Many students—knowingly or unknowingly—take shortcuts, extracting information from 
one or two primary sources and reporting facts the author has obtained from other sources. 
In effect, students often rely on secondary sources, assuming that such references “count” 
and are on par with primary sources.  The utilization of secondary sources typically accounts 
for incomplete crediting if oral citation attempts are made. 

.  Many students tend to disregard prespeech feedback reminding them to orally cite their 
sources as they make assertions or present facts.  Frequently, such instruction is heeded only 
after students have lost points for failing to orally cite their sources. 

.  Many students fail to include source information on their speaking outline or note card(s). 
In the absence of visual cues, students often forget to orally credit the source of the information 
presented as they proceed. 

Although the figures in Table 7 suggest that fewer students encountered difficulties in integrating 
information from outside sources and orally citing those sources when presenting their 
persuasive speech, caution should be taken in concluding that deficiencies were rectified, even 
on a small scale.  Selfreport data gathered by one course instructor at the end of spring semester 
revealed that some students admittedly fabricated sources in order to satisfy the number of 
citations required, thus avoiding grade penalties.  Future efforts need to be undertaken to 
determine the extent to which this academic dishonesty problem is occurring. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR ACTION AND INTERVENTION 

The findings revealed in the learning outcome assessment for the Public Speaking course point to 
the need to construct activities to promote greater delivery skills.  The findings also suggest the 
need to develop additional instructional aids to model expected and exemplary standards, as well 
as provide students with practice in spotting and correcting speech deficiencies.  The deficiencies



noted in the areas of evidence use and source crediting reveal a need to examine the extent to 
which information illiteracy exists but, perhaps, is masked.  Efforts need to be made to better 
understand researchrelated skill deficiencies, especially given the ample access students now 
have to a wide array of data bases and the fact that present classroom efforts across the various 
sections of CMST 191 include research instruction or, at the very least, a textbook listing of data 
base resources. 

Specific action and intervention strategies will be devised by the faculty of the Communication 
Studies Department in the fall when the results of the 2006 CMST 191 Assessment Report are 
reviewed. 

Recommendations 

To improve student performance across the learning outcomes, increase the effectiveness of 
performance intervention strategies and bolster instructional efforts, it is recommended that: 

1.  Survey and selfreport data be obtained to further illuminate speechwriting and preparation 
practices and the prevalence of counterproductive patterns. 

For example, it would be useful to secure, among other things, data revealing time 
management practices, the number of times students practiced delivering their speeches, data 
gathering strategies and students’ perceptions of adequate performance.  Such information 
would potentially illuminate problematic causal factors and, hence, improve efforts to develop 
programs, materials or classroom activities to reduce deficiencies and increase the rates of 
exemplary and reasonable performance. 

2.  A collection of exemplary speeches modeling all of the required and expected components of 
effective public speaking be created for classroom use. 

The sample speeches provided by textbook authors, and frequently used by course instructors, 
fall short of  providing the modeling needed.  Their purpose is to facilitate analysis and 
discussion, rather than provide clear illustrations of exemplary speeches.  Ideally, a series of 
beforeandafter speeches could be created to permit students to observe and experience the 
contrasts and impact of adding missing components or correcting problem areas. 

3.  The taping/recording of all student speeches be instituted as a policy across all sections of 
CMST 191.  Moreover, it is recommended that all students receive a copy of their speeches 
and be required to watch and critique their performance. 

Selfobservation is a powerful instructional tool.  Unfortunately, some students enrolled in 
CMST 191 never have the opportunity to observe themselves presenting. 

4.  Additional equipment be purchased to permit DVD recording of all student speeches so that 
students, in turn, can view and critique their performances. 

The present number of DVD burners is insufficient to handle recording demands.



5.  Additional classrooms be allocated to CMST 191 instruction, permitting recording 
equipment to be mounted.
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INTRODUCTION 

The mere definition of a single course for Basic Skills  in Mathematics presents a challenge not 
encountered in the other Basic Skills areas.  If such a course is introduced, it may, in fact, have 
unintended  consequences  within  the  content  and  credit  hour  requirements  of  virtually  every 
major  program  at  WSU.    In  response  to  the  variety  of  mathematical  and  statistical  content 
requests  from  major  programs  campuswide,  a  range  of  100  level  mathematics  and  statistics 
courses has been adopted.  Hence, the current list of allowable courses used to satisfy the Basic 
Skills  in  Mathematics  requirement  contains  all  100level,  34  semester  hour  mathematics  or 
statistics courses.  This list, thus, contains 10 courses. 

Math 100 – Survey of Mathematics (3 semester hours) 
Math 110 – Finite Mathematics (3 semester hours) 
Math 120 – Precalculus (4 semester hours) 
Math 130 – Matrix Algebra (3 semester hours) 
Math 140 – Applied Calculus (3 semester hours) 
Math 150 – Modeling using Precalculus and Statistics (3 semester hours) 
Math 155 – Calculus Based Modeling (3 semester hours) 
Math 160 – Calculus I (4 semester hours) 
Math 165 – Calculus II (4 semester hours) 
Stat 110 – Fundamentals of Statistics (3 semester hours) 

Incoming  high  school  students  having  completed  either  Precalculus  or  Advanced  Placement 
Calculus provide  the motivation  for  including classes  such as Math 130, Math 140, Math 155, 
Math 160 and Math 165 in the list.  Given recent unanticipated situations with such students who 
take Stat 210 as a calculus based alternative to Stat 110, the department has received approval to 
add 

Stat 210 – Statistics (3 semester hours) 

to the list of Basic Skills Mathematics courses.  Because such a wide range of mathematics and 
statistics  courses  is  involved,  the  WSU  catalog  descriptions  of  each  are  reproduced  here  for 
purposes of orienting the reader to a brief idea of the content, audience, and goals of each course. 

Math  100    Survey  of Mathematics—3  S.H.  Study  of  networking,  probability,  statistical 
inference, and logic designed to illustrate the connection between contemporary mathematics 
and  modern  society.    Grade  only.    Prerequisite:    Qualifying  score  on  the  mathematics 
placement exam or Math 050.  Note:  This course fulfills certain Board of Teaching (BOT) 
requirements for Education majors. 

Math  110    Finite  Mathematics—3  S.H.    Applications  of  matrices,  linear  programming, 
probability, and the mathematics of finance to reallife problems.   This course provides the



noncalculus mathematics background necessary  for students  in business, management, and 
social sciences.  Prerequisite:  Qualifying score on the mathematics placement exam or Math 
050. 

Math  120    Precalculus—4  S.H.    A  study  of  topics  designed  to  give  students  the  skills 
necessary  for successful completion of calculus.   Equation solving, graphing,  functions and 
trigonometry  are  some of  the main  topics  covered.    Prerequisite:   Qualifying  score  on  the 
mathematics placement exam or Math 050. 

Math 130  Matrix Algebra—3 S.H.  An introduction to matrix algebra and elementary vector 
spaces with an emphasis on computation.  Prerequisite:  Math 120. 

Math  140    Applied  Calculus—3  S.H.    An  intuitive  approach  to  calculus  for  students  in 
business, management or the social  sciences.   Emphasis  throughout  is  to enhance students’ 
understanding  of  how  mathematics  is  used  in  realworld  applications.    Prerequisite: 
Qualifying score on the mathematics placement exam or Math 120. 

Math 150Modeling using Precalculus and Statistics, Math 155Calculus Based Modeling— 
Each 3 S.H.  A twosemester sequence designed for earth and lifescience majors to develop 
their algebraic,  trigonometric,  statistical,  and calculus  skills  through modeling applications. 
Prerequisite  for  150: Qualifying  score  on  the mathematics  placement  exam,  or Math  050. 
Prerequisite for Math 155: Math 150. 

Math 160, 165  Calculus I, II—Each 4 S.H.  Differential and integral calculus of functions 
of  a  single  variable.    Two  semesters  in  sequence.    Prerequisite:    Qualifying  score  on  the 
mathematics placement exam or Math 120. 

Stat  110    Fundamentals  of  Statistics—3  S.H.    Introductory  statistics  with  emphasis  on 
applications.    Note:  Students  in  certain  majors  should  take  Stat  210  instead  of  Stat  110. 
Prerequisite:  Qualifying score on the mathematics placement exam or Math 050. 

Stat 210  Statistics—3 S.H.  First course in statistics for students with a strong mathematics 
background.  Prerequisites:  Math 140 or Math 160. 

Enrollment records for the time period Fall 2003 until Spring 2006 echo the potential difficulties 
presented in selecting a single course for Basic Skills Mathematics.  During fall semesters, total 

enrollments  in  basic  skills  courses  have  risen 
from  1642  to  1795.    Similarly,  spring  semester 
enrollments  have  risen  from  1185  to  1306. 
Within  the  individual  courses,  Stat  110  has 
accounted  for 29% of  the enrollments,  followed 
by  Math  100,  Math  120,  and  Math  110 
accounting for 18%, 13%, and 11%, respectively. 
See  the  graph  to  the  left  for  a  complete 
breakdown.    Given  that  total  departmental 
enrollments  for  the  period  have  ranged between 

Percentage of Total Basic Skills Mathematics 
Enrollments by Course (Fall 2003  Spring 2006) 
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27002800  in  fall  and  19002200  in  spring,  basic  skills  courses  comprise  more  that  60%  of 
enrollments in all mathematics, mathematics education, and statistics classes combined. 

As baseline data on the students enrolled in basic skills mathematics courses, we have compiled 
the  following data regarding Math ACT scores, high school percentage and GPA, accumulated 
WSU  credit  hours  and  GPA  upon  taking  their  basic  skills  class,  and  percentage  of  students 
retaking the course. 

Mean  Standard deviation 
Math ACT score  22.12  3.77 
High school percentage  66.01  20.11 
High school GPA  3.31  0.60 
Accumulated WSU credits  65.12  45.09 
Cumulative WSU GPA  2.87  0.76 

Percentage retaking course 
Fall – 9.57 
Spring – 9.80 
Summer – 30.29 

Fall – 5.37 
Spring – 5.80 
Summer – 14.71 

Upon entering WSU, most students, except those with an ACT composite score of 25 or greater 
who are receiving university scholarships and registering early for classes, are required to take a 
mathematics  placement  exam.   Currently,  the  exam  in  use  is  a COMAP  Intermediate Algebra 
Test and a COMAP Functions and Graphs Test.  Most students select the Intermediate Algebra 
Test, and those who wish to place into calculus must take the Functions and Graphs Test.  Both 
exams are 45 minute, 30 problem, multiple choice exams having a chance score just under 8. 

Prior to Fall 2005, 1222 students completed the Intermediate Algebra Test with a mean score of 
15.31 and standard deviation of 4.60.   Present policy requires a  score of 15 or greater to place 
into Math 100; a score of 18 or greater  is necessary to place  into noncalculus based 100level 
courses.  With a score below 15, students are to complete Math 050/051 – Intermediate Algebra 
prior  to  being  allowed  registration  into  any  100level  mathematics  or  statistics  course.    It  is 
significant to note that 71% of the students scored below 18 and 45% scored below 15. 

Also prior to Fall 2005, 77 students completed the Functions and Graphs Test with a mean score 
of 20.00 and standard deviation of 4.91.   On this exam, a score of 23 or greater  is  required  to 
place into Math 140 or Math 160.  69% of the students scored below the 23 cut off. 

Regarding grades received by students  in basic skills mathematics courses,  the following grade 
distribution data has been compiled for Fall 2003 through Fall 2005.  Spring 2006 data was not 
yet available at the time this report was written.  Note that due to infrequently used “P”, “NC”, 
and “AU” grades, these percentages may not add up to 100%.



Grade Distributions for Basic Skills Mathematics Courses 
Fall 2003 – Fall 2005 

%A  %B  %C  %D  %F  %W 
Math 100  26  34  23  7  5  4 
Math 110  23  32  24  9  5  7 
Math 120  19  27  23  9  7  14 
Math 130  19  26  23  7  5  20 
Math 140  22  30  29  6  4  9 
Math 150  24  27  24  8  9  9 
Math 155  16  34  27  13  2  8 
Math 160  23  26  21  9  6  15 
Math 165  31  28  25  7  3  7 
Stat 110  32  30  21  4  4  8 
Stat 210  30  31  24  2  5  9 

Mean  24  30  24  7  5  10 
Standard deviation  5  3  2  3  2  4 

As  a  final  piece  of  data,  which  speaks  not  only  to  the  range  of  classes  within  Basic  Skills 
Mathematics,  but  also  to  the  inherent  difficulty  to  assess  student  learning  in  any  formalized, 
uniform manner, it is useful to consider the number of different sections and different instructors 
teaching a section (or sections) of each course. 

Course  Number of sections  Number of different 
instructors 

Fall 2005  Spring 2006  Fall 2005  Spring 2006 
Math 100  11  8  8  6 
Math 110  7  3  4  3 
Math 120  9  4  7  4 
Math 130  1  1  1  1 
Math 140  3  4  2  3 
Math 150  1  1  1  1 
Math 155  1  1  1  1 
Math 160  5  3  5  3 
Math 165  2  3  2  3 
Stat 110  12  9  8  4 
Stat 210  2  2  2  2 

In  approaching  the  development  of  student  learning  outcomes  for  such  a  range of classes  and 
students,  the department decided upon a  set of 7 desired outcomes  in which  every  basic  skills 
course would satisfy at least 4 of these.  During the Spring 2004 and continuing into Fall 2005, 
attention  was  focused  on  development  of  appropriate  assessment  practices,  which  are  also 
acceptable and logistically possible for the many different  instructors of the various basic skills 
mathematics courses.



NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS INVOLVED 

Number of students  involved varied greatly with both class, term of assessment, and amount of 
assessment done.  Currently, the only mechanism for selection of students in a class is by choice 
of instructor to participate.  On one hand, as discussed below, instructors in a course chose not to 
participate simply because the assessment tools had not been developed.  On the other hand,  in 
cases where  assessment  tools were  available,  there were  faculty who did  not  participate  for  a 
variety  of  reasons.    This  can,  of  course,  lead  to  data  that  is  biased  due  to,  essentially,  self 
selection of sample.  However, in cases such as Math 100, Math 110, and Math 120, numbers of 
students involved did approach a level of some significance. 

Less data was received from Spring 2006 than from Fall 2005.  Given the pattern of data delivery 
from  Fall,  wherein  most  participating  instructors  submitted  data  well  into  January  2006,  it  is 
likely  the  drop  in  Spring  data  at  present  time  is  due  to  the  fact  that  instructors  have  not  yet 
submitted  their  results.   Another  possible  explanation  is  provided  by  the  amount of  university 
communities, meetings, faculty searches etc. taking place during Spring combined with the fact 
that departmental course groups, focused upon basic skills assessment, did not subsequently meet 
as frequently as in Fall term due to lack of available meeting times.  It is expected that both more 
frequent course group meetings and allowance of more time after the conclusion of a term would 
increase the response rate on basic skills assessments by individual faculty. 

Specific  data  on  the  number  of  students  involved  in  various  course  assessments  and  class 
enrollments are reported below along with outcomes assessments data.  In the current structure, 
where  assessments  must  be  done  as  part  of  the  materials  requiring  class  time  of  individual 
instructors,  perhaps  the  most  glaring  concern  is  dependence  upon  faculty  volunteerism  for 
gathering data.  Some suggestions toward addressing this are provided in the final section of the 
report. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROCESS OF DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

Upon formation in December 2004, the assessment committee met 12 times each month during 
Spring  2005.  Composed  of  members  of  the  Mathematics  &  Statistics  Department  General 
Studies  and  Service Course Committee,  initial  meetings  of  the  assessment  committee  focused 
upon  (i)  the  coordination  of  University  Studies  Assessments  with  the  goals  of  departmental 
service course assessment efforts, (ii) further definition of the requested basic skills assessment 
structures,  including a precise understanding of  “outcomes”,  “components”,  and  “rubrics”,  (iii) 
an appropriate method of specifying components for the basic skills in mathematics, in that these 
must be  applicable  to 10 (eventually  to be 11) different courses, many of which are  taught by 
temporary faculty. 

The  committee  also  held  several  meeting  with  instructors  of  each  of  the  courses  under  basic 
skills  mathematics,  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  specific  assessment  problems  from  the 
instructors.  Additionally, these meetings provided open forums for discussing assessment issues 
and concerns with those directly involved in the delivery of the classes.  Problems collected were 
then assembled according to commonalities and used as motivation for appropriate statements of 
components.  Upon  completion  of  this  phase,  the  committee  then  tested  and  redeveloped



assessment problems with volunteer course instructors, during the following spring and summer 
terms. 

Instructors of  common  courses  held  regular meetings  throughout Spring  2004Fall  2005, were 
presented  with  the  charge  of  the  committee  on  basic  skills  assessment,  and  began  a  review 
process of (i) course syllabi/outlines, (ii) potential components to be assessed per the basic skills 
outcomes for each course, (iii) potential assessment strategies in light of existing literature on the 
subject  and  professional  experiences,  and  (iv)  possible  commonalities  of  assessment  problems 
and evaluative procedures to be used. 

In the case of Math 100, Math 110, Math 120, and Math 165 a set of assessment strategies had 
been  generally  agreed  upon  during  Spring  2004.    Therefore,  data  was  collected  in  selected 
sections  of  these  classes  for  Fall  2005Spring  2006.    The  “selection”  of  sections  has  been 
necessarily  left according to willingness of  instructor to apply the assessment  in their class and 
report  data.    Such  a  selection  strategy  is  an  area  in  need  of  improvement  for  future  efforts  to 
useful and meaningful assessment of student learning. 

In  the  case  of Math  160,  a  set  of  assessment  strategies  had  been  developed during  Fall  2005. 
However, collection of data from the fall sections has been sporadic.  Additionally, instructors of 
Spring 2006 sections of Math 165 began to revisit the question of acceptable/logistically possible 
strategies for that class.  Similarly, initial meetings of Stat 110 instructors called into question the 
meaning of different items within the course outline/instructor syllabi.  This has, in fact, initiated 
a useful review of the course, in light of basic skills outcomes, amongst statisticians.  In regards 
to collected data, however,  few  instructors were yet actually able  to agree upon an assessment 
strategy and collect data even by Spring 2006. 

Data for Math 100, Math 110, Math 120, and Math 155 has been collected from various sections 
via the developed assessment strategies.  Instructors of Math 160 and Math 165 have yet to re 
agree upon appropriate measures, and,  therefore, available data has been sporadically collected 
as these deliberations may be concluded.  Instructors of Stat 110 have yet to resume the work of 
their  review  towards  eventual  assessment  of  the  outcomes,  and,  at  present,  received  data  is 
limited in comparison to course enrollments. 

Courses  in  which  little  progress  has  yet  been  achieved  simply  represent  one  result  of  the 
enormity  of  this  particular  assessment  venture.    Most  of  the  instructors  of  these  classes  are 
continuing  work  with  another  course  (or  courses)  within  basic  skills  and  have  not  had  the 
available  time  to  begin  the  same  task  with  another.    Future  efforts  will  necessarily  progress 
toward  a  particularly  challenging  assessment  project  by  simply  allowing  time  for  faculty  to 
become more  involved  on  the  entire  project  and  for  development  and  study  of  the  necessary 
assessment methods. 

Given  the  logistical  challenges  of  collecting  data  on  up  to  7  outcomes,  having  a  desired  2 
measured components each, for every one of 12 allowable basic skills classes, organization and 
analysis  of  received  data  has  received  less  attention  by  the  committee  in  this  round  of 
assessment.   Currently, aggregate percentages of “Below Expectations”, “Meets Expectations”, 
and  “Above  Expectations”  have  been  calculated.    Further  statistical  analysis  of  the  data,  to



include finer potential pre and post test techniques will need future attention by the committee 
and  department.    Additionally,  the  potential  variability  in  faculty  delivery  and  evaluation  of 
assessment problems will  have  to be addressed.    In classes,  such as Math 100, Math 110, and 
Math 120, the assessment problems and rubrics are more developed than, say, in Stat 110, where 
agreement upon useful assessment problems has not yet received consensus. 

RESULTS OF THE CURRENTYEAR ASSESSMENT 

Below, the results of data received on Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 assessments are presented.  The 
outcomes are referred to according to the approved University Studies outcomes for Basic Skills 
Mathematics courses, provided  in the  list below.   Additionally, as a goal of  the process was to 
develop  assessments  of  two  components  within  each  outcome,  the  results  are  subdivided  as 
“Outcome  a1”,  “Outcome  a2”,  etc.  in  order  to  show  both  the  outcome  and  component 
assessment result given. 

a.  use logical reasoning by studying mathematical patterns and relationships; 
b.  use mathematical models to describe realworld phenomena and to solve real 

world problems  as well as understand the limitations of models in making 
predictions and drawing conclusions; 

c.  organize data, communicate the essential features of the data, and interpret the 
data in a meaningful way; 

d.  do a critical analysis of scientific and other research; 
e.  extract correct information from tables and common graphical displays, such 

as line graphs, scatter plots, histograms, and frequency tables; 
f.  express the relationships illustrated in graphical displays and tables clearly 

and correctly in words; and/or 
g.  use appropriate technology to describe and solve quantitative problems. 

All of the data shows that a majority of students are meeting or exceeding expectations according 
to the learning outcomes of the program.  In some cases, to be given more attention in followup 
studies, the second component of an outcome was given on a final exam, thus, providing a sort of 
posttest data and also resulting in evidence of lower student performance.  There are areas with 
sizable  percentages  of  student  performing  below  desired  expectations,  and  these  will  also 
demand department attention in subsequent work on basic skills courses. 

Fall 2005 – Math 100 (Total enrollment 383) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome a1  10.31%  15.88%  34.82%  219 
Outcome a2  19.29%  26.43%  54.29%  140 
Outcome b1  16.44%  19.18%  64.38%  219 
Outcome b2  48.23%  20.57%  31.21%  141 
Outcome c1  9.77%  21.40%  68.84%  215 
Outcome c2  37.76%  2.10%  60.14%  143



Outcome f1  13.01%  34.96%  52.03%  123 
Outcome f2  33.96%  33.96%  32.08%  212 

Fall 2005 – Math 110 (Total enrollment 228) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome a1  30.43%  17.39%  52.17%  92 
Outcome c1  6.90%  0.00%  93.10%  58 
Outcome e1  6.90%  0.00%  93.10%  58 
Outcome f1  31.67%  3.33%  65.00%  60 

Fall 2005 – Math 120 (Total enrollment 298) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome a1  12.00%  32.00%  56.00%  75 
Outcome a2  4.00%  22.67%  73.33%  75 
Outcome b1  5.33%  29.33%  65.33%  75 
Outcome b2  2.67%  29.33%  68.00%  75 
Outcome c1  14.67%  66.67%  18.67%  75 
Outcome c2  16.00%  32.00%  52.00%  75 
Outcome f1  45.33%  30.67%  24.00%  75 
Outcome f2  33.33%  45.33%  21.33%  75 

Fall 2005 – Math 155 (Total enrollment 22) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome b1  30.00%  25.00%  45.00%  20 
Outcome b2  60.00%  0.00%  40.00%  20 
Outcome e1  60.00%  5.00%  35.00%  20 
Outcome e2  70.00%  10.00%  20.00%  20 
Outcome f1  15.00%  35.00%  50.00%  20 

Fall 2005 – Stat 110 (Total enrollment 471) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome b1  20.00%  20.00%  60.00%  10 
Outcome c2  8.70%  13.04%  78.26%  23 
Outcome d2  33.33%  0.00%  66.67%  9 
Outcome e1  7.32%  0.00%  92.68%  41 
Outcome f1  26.09%  13.04%  60.87%  23 
Outcome g1  22.22%  0.00%  77.78%  36



Outcome g2  19.44%  0.00%  80.56%  36 

Spring 2006 – Math 100 (Total enrollment 272) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome a1  2.86%  42.86%  54.29%  35 
Outcome a2  28.57%  22.86%  48.57%  35 
Outcome  b1  11.43%  22.86%  65.71%  35 
Outcome b2  31.43%  34.29%  34.29%  35 
Outcome  c1  0.00%  40.00%  60.00%  35 
Outcome c2  11.43%  14.29%  74.29%  35 
Outcome  f1  5.71%  28.57%  65.71%  35 
Outcome f2  42.86%  34.29%  22.86%  35 

Spring 2006 – Math 110 (Total enrollment 110) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome a1  34.38%  12.50%  43.75%  32 
Outcome a2  19.35%  31.18%  49.46%  93 
Outcome b1  19.10%  23.60%  57.30%  89 
Outcome c1  18.95%  4.21%  76.84%  95 
Outcome e1  3.33%  23.33%  83.33%  60 
Outcome f1  13.04%  45.65%  41.30%  92 

Spring 2006 – Math 120 (Total enrollment 135) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome a1  12.90%  16.13%  70.97%  31 
Outcome a2  9.68%  9.68%  80.65%  31 
Outcome  b1  16.13%  29.03%  54.84%  31 
Outcome b2  9.68%  16.13%  74.19%  31 
Outcome  c1  16.13%  38.71%  45.16%  31 
Outcome c2  9.68%  51.61%  38.71%  31 
Outcome  f1  25.81%  58.06%  16.13%  31 
Outcome f2  19.35%  61.29%  19.35%  31 

Spring 2006 – Math 155 (Total enrollment 23)



Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome b1  12.90%  19.35%  32.26%  20 
Outcome e1  29.03%  29.03%  6.45%  20 
Outcome e2  22.58%  0.00%  41.94%  20 
Outcome f1  16.13%  19.35%  29.03%  20 

Spring 2006 – Math 160 (Total enrolled 115) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome a1  45.16%  9.68%  41.94%  30 
Outcome a2  45.16%  22.58%  45.16%  35 
Outcome  b1  25.81%  3.23%  83.87%  35 
Outcome e1  45.16%  22.58%  45.16%  35 
Outcome  e2  48.39%  16.13%  48.39%  35 

Spring 2006 – Stat 210 (Total enrolled 72) 

Below Expectations  Meets Expectations  Above Expectations  Total Students 
Tested 

Outcome a1  41.94%  16.13%  22.58%  25 
Outcome c1  41.94%  12.90%  25.81%  25 
Outcome  e1  38.71%  16.13%  25.81%  25 
Outcome f1  32.26%  25.81%  22.58%  25 

SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OR ACTION BASED ON THE RESULTS 

Although many of the problems encountered in the present basic skills assessment are unique to 
the structure allowing several mathematics and statistics classes, these same difficulties may be 
anticipated  in  future  efforts  to  assess  the  University  Studies  categories  beyond  Basic  Skills. 
Toward improving the mathematics efforts and offering potentially useful  information for these 
future  assessment  committees,  we  have  the  following  suggestions  for  improvement  of  the 
process. 

1.  Make assessment more transparent and automated 
If  assessments  continue  to  require  individual  class  time,  the  entire  process  at  WSU  will  be 
conducted on faculty volunteerism to comply.  On the other hand, if assessments are done more 
transparently,  not  necessarily  requiring  time  in  class  (other  than  what  might  be  done  by  an 
instructor as part of  their usual schedule), then  it may be possible to achieve greater responses, 
more  validity,  and  more  uniformity  in  results.    One  way  to  do  this  would  be  to  allow  for 
assessment to be run on Fall and Spring assessment days.  University Studies areas may submit 
problems  or  other  assessment  tools  to  the  Assessment  Office,  which  will  administer  the 
assessments and  report data on students  in  specific classes.   To  further encourage  the process,



departments may be more successful instituting uniformity in the usage of assessment day results 
in determining final grades for the specific classes. 

Another way to automate the process is to allow for faculty to submit assessment results and post 
archival materials through an online submission.  Again, the natural repository for these results 
may  be  through  the  Assessment  Office,  which  will  need  increased  staffing  to  provide  such 
support.  Ultimately, assessment results and archived materials could all be reported out though 
an Assessment Office tool, much like the one now in use.  These capabilities have been in place 
for some time.  Individual faculty, however, are too much in the mindset that everything done on 
Assessment Day is affective assessment, which is clearly not the case. 

2.  Fewer, more directed outcomes 
Given the number of basic skill courses in mathematics and statistics, the department would be 
wise  to  rethink  the  number  of  outcomes  to  a  more  select,  focused,  manageable  collection  of 
outcomes, which can be addressed in every one of the basic skills courses.  This will be difficult, 
but  may  allow  for  more  meaningful  assessment  of  some  specific  learning  outcomes.    If  the 
process becomes  successful with  two selected outcomes,  say,  then a  new  set of  two outcomes 
might  be  addressed  in  subsequent  years, moving  to  a  rotating  schedule  of  outcomes  receiving 
attention. 

3.  Focus the process upon one or two basic skills courses in rotation 
Rather  than attempt to collect data in all basic skills courses, a rotation of 23 of  these courses 
periodically,  similar  to  the  suggestion  above,  may  also  provide  more  meaningful  data. 
Additionally, when  faculty  are  frequently  teaching  23  basic  skills  courses  every  term,  such  a 
rotation would alleviate the feeling of being overwhelmed by the process.  The sciences progress 
by focusing carefully upon a wellchosen subset of the entire issue of study, then attempting to 
put together those learned pieces toward a larger theory.  It appears the basic skills mathematics 
assessments would profit greatly from adopting the same approach. 

4.  Active course groups 
When focusing upon a smaller subset of courses and outcomes, departmental course groups will 
be provided more time to meet and increase activity on assessment.  The data above is in support 
of the conclusion that active departmental course groups promote increase participation in basic 
skills mathematics assessment. 

5.  Link basic skills assessments to expectations of program review 
With a new WSU program review policy in place, the time may be right to create a direct link to 
University  Studies  assessments  and  departmental  needs  for  program  review.    Given  such  a 
linkage,  University  Studies  might  then  provide  a  seed  for  further  major  program  assessment 
efforts,  and  ultimately  becoming  an  integral  part  of  departmental  strategic  planning  and 
curricular development. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Jeffrey R. Anderson 
Basic Skills Mathematics Assessment Committee Chair



CMST 191 Public Speaking Assessment 
Competency Rubric for Delivery, Organization and Content Categories 

Descriptions of Reasonable and Exemplary Competence in Aspects of Delivery 

EYE 
.  The speaker sustains generally consistent eye contact with audience members throughout the entire speech:   introduction, body & conclusion. 
.  Although periodic glancing at outline/notes is acceptable, the speaker’s eyes aren’t “down” every sentence.  Gaze is sustained for at least 
several sentences, breaking the sense of overreliance on notes. 

Exemplary: 
.  The amount and scope of the speaker’s eye contact is superb.  Eye contact is strong is all sections of the speech. 
.  The speaker establishes eye contact with the entire audience, rather than with only one subsection. 
.  Eye contact is sustained and used effectively when the speaker uses visual aids, including Power Point. 

VOICE 
.  The speaker’s message is audible without strain. 
.  The speaker’s words can be easily understood by members of the audience. 
.  The speaker is reasonably fluent in expressing ideas, using a limited number of fillers and restarts. 
.  The vocal aspect of delivery is not distracting. 

Exemplary: 
.  The speaking style is extemporaneous, reflecting the quality of heightened, natural conversation. 
.  Superb pitch, volume, pause and other variations exist, reflecting assessment of great vocal variety. 
.  Pronunciation and articulation are flawless. 

BODY 
.  The speaker maintains good posture, appearing poised but not overly rigid. 
.  The speaker avoids distracting mannerisms. 

Exemplary: 
.  The speaker uses gestures abundantly and appropriately. 
.  The speaker uses facial expressions and upper body very effectively, reinforcing the message relayed. 
.  The speaker effectively reduces the barrier(s) between self and audience by body placement and movement.



Descriptions of Reasonable and Exemplary Competence in Speech Organization 

ORGANIZATION 
.  The speaker structures her/his presentation utilizing a clear 3part structure:  introduction, body/discussion section and conclusion. 
.  The introduction begins with an attentiongetter. 
.  The topic is clearly revealed in the introduction. 
.  The introduction includes a clear preview of the main points to be addressed in the speech.  (The body of the speech then follows.) 
.  The speaker concludes her/his speech with a summary of the main points covered. 
.  The speech concludes in a satisfying manner. 
.  The main points of the speech are recognizable. 
.  The main points of the speech mirror the main points previewed in the introduction. 
.  The main points are developed with appropriate subpoints, some/many of which are further illustrated with supporting material/evidence. 
.  The speech—or a section in the body of the speech is not simply a laundry list of facts. 
.  The content is relevant and placed appropriately. 
.  The speech is free of claims, facts or points that are inserted into the speech but don’t belong and, hence, disrupt the organization. 
.  The speech utilizes an appropriate organizational structure given informative objectives – e.g., topical, chronological, causal, spatial, etc. 
.  The speech utilizes an appropriate organizational structure given persuasive objectives – e.g., problemsolution, Monroe’s Motivated Sequence 
.  The body of the speech flows from one main point to the next; the speaker uses some type of connective between the main points. 

Exemplary: 
.  The main points and subpoints are extremely clear, direct and easy to detect and follow. 
.   The speaker uses a variety of connectives effectively and abundantly – e.g., between subpoints & main points and within speech sections 
.   The content of the speech is easy to follow and remember. 
.   The speech is flawless in the placement and subordination of content. 
.   The introduction is very strong, containing all of the important elements. 
.  The conclusion is very strong, containing all of the important elements. 
.   The summary element in the conclusion recaps the essence of the main points, rather than simply restating them categorically.



Descriptions of Reasonable and Exemplary Competence in Speech Content 

CONTENT 
.   The speaker supports and develops her/his claims using statistics, examples and/or testimony 
.   The evidence used by the speaker is appropriate, recent, unbiased and from credible sources 
.   The speaker adapts her/his content to fit the occasion 
.   The speaker adapts her/his message and language to fit his/her audience 
.   The speaker uses rhetorically sensitive language 
.   The speaker uses genderneutral language 
.   The speaker orally cites her/his sources as information is presented.  Full citations are used. 
.   The speaker’s arguments are logical and devoid of reasoning errors. 
.   The speaker defines terms 
.   The speaker’s language is easily understood without being overly technical or insultingly simplistic 
.   The content is appropriately informative or persuasive 

Exemplary: 
.   The speaker supports and develops the majority of her/his claims with strong, vivid, appropriate evidence 
.   The speaker follows the guidelines established for the effective use of evidence 
.   The speaker incorporates information from multiple sources 
.   The speaker does a superb job of citing her/his sources 
.   The speaker does a superb job of continually linking her/his topic and its relevance to the audience 
.   The speaker personalizes the content of her/his speech 
.   The speaker uses vivid, descriptive language 
.   The speaker utilizes language devices, as appropriate, to increase interest and enhance retention and recall



UNIVERSITY STUDIES: BASIC SKILLS 
PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT & WELLNESS 

FACULTY AREA COMMITTEE ASSESSMENT REPORT 
200406 

I. Introduction 

The courses used to fulfill the University Studies Program’s (USP) Basic Skills’ Physical 
Development & Wellness (PDW) component are housed in two different departments, 
Physical Education & Recreation (PER) and Health, Exercise, & Rehabilitative Sciences 
(HERS).  There were 103 different sections in 23 different subjects that were taught 
during the 20052006 school year that students could take to fulfill their USP 
requirement.  These courses included both activity based courses and knowledge based 
classroom courses. Even within those type of courses there was variety.  The activity 
based courses can be divided into two different types of activities, those that focus on 
competition between opponents (i.e. basketball) and those that focus on personal 
improvement (i.e. Yoga).  Within the knowledge based courses, the variety included one 
with a performance component in addition to the knowledge components of the other 
courses. 

The PDW Assessment Committee consists of five members, three from PER and two 
from HERS. As the committee began to meet, it was very evident that the breadth and 
variety of the Basic Skills courses made the assessment of the PDW component a 
challenge.  Since no previous assessment of these courses had occurred, the first thing the 
committee did was to look at the outcomes that each course had identified as meeting. 

When each of the courses was accepted as an USP course, they had to meet a minimum 
of 7 out of the 11 listed outcomes designated by the two departments.  As these outcomes 
were reviewed it became obvious that these outcomes were not written with assessment 
in mind since they were not written in measure terms.  The committee decided to rewrite 
these outcomes using action verbs that would allow for some type of measurement to 
occur.  Once this was completed, the committee discussed how this number of outcomes 
could be assessed.  It quickly became obvious that to try and measure that many 
outcomes would be both cumbersome and complex.  It was decided that we needed to 
pare down the number of outcomes to a number that made assessment possible. 

The chair of the PDW Assessment Committee met with Susan Hatfield, WSU 
Assessment Coordinator, to discuss the challenges that the committee was facing.  As a 
result of this meeting, it was decided that we needed to identify the common goals that 
students enrolled in the PDW courses would be striving for.  As the committee discussed 
this issue it was decided that there were three basic goals that were trying to be met. 
These goals were 1) our students participate in an active lifestyle, 2) our students have the 
skills and knowledge needed to be active and make good choices, and 3) our students are 
making good choices.



Once these goals were agreed upon, we looked for some measurable outcomes that could 
be designed to measure them.  After much discussion, the following four outcomes were 
identified: 
The student will 

1)  demonstrate the skills necessary to participate in lifetime movement based 
recreational activities; 

2)  demonstrate an understanding of the knowledge base required of lifetime 
movement based recreational activities; 

3)  identify the factors contributing to health and wellness; and 
4)  report proactive choices that lead to a healthier lifestyle. 

Recognizing the diversity of courses that would be affected by this, it was further decided 
that courses would need to meet a minimum of two out of the four new outcomes to be a 
USP course. The outcomes to be met by the courses were to be left to the course 
instructor(s) to decide. 

Since these outcomes were different from the 11 outcomes that were currently listed, a 
memo was sent out to all members of both divisions asking for their feedback on what 
had been done.  The committee chair then met with each department to discuss the 
outcomes and asked for the departments’ support in this change.  Both departments voted 
to accept the proposed outcomes and to incorporate them into their PDW courses.  The 
USP committee chair was informed of the change in the outcomes and the standard and 
supported the changes.  The PER and HERS departments will propose these as changes 
to the official category description in the USP Overview and Requirements document this 
fall 2006.  This change will require the approval of USS, A2C2, and the Senate. 

The PDW Assessment Committee charged the committee chair to meet the various 
course instructors to assist them in the process of identifying the outcomes for their 
courses and to work with them as they designed their assessment instruments.  The 
following calendar was agreed upon to guide this process: 

Spring 2005 
Course instructor(s) select outcomes to be met in courses 
Assessment instruments will be designed 
A small pilot assessment project will be completed in a limited number of 

selected programs 
Pilot data and the process will be analyzed and a report developed 
Committee will discuss pilot data report 

Fall 2005 
August   Courses will be identified that will participate in the first round 

of assessments 
Implementation of the assessment project 

December  Collection and aggregation of fall data 
January  Assessment Committee will review fall data



Spring 2006 
January – Courses will be identified that will participate in the spring 

round of assessment 
Implementation of spring round of assessments 

May – Collection and aggregation of spring data 
Assessment Committee will review spring data 

A summary of the results of the assessments carried out during the 20052006 assessment 
cycle indicated that when viewed collectively, over half (51.3%) were meeting the 
outcomes at a level that was above expectations, 41.7% were meeting expectations, and 
7% were below expectations.  These data indicate that the USP Personal Development & 
Wellness courses are very effective in reaching the stated outcomes. 

II. Number and Percentage of Students Involved 

Data were collected from selected USP courses during the Fall 2005 semester.  The 
assessment committee decided to ask the full time faculty that were teaching USP 
approved courses to assess their sections using the designed instruments and approached 
one of the adjunct faculty to assess her course.  A variety of courses were selected for the 
first round of assessments.  These included the competition oriented courses of Soccer, 
Racquetball, Volleyball, Bowling, Golf, and Badminton; the personal improvement 
courses of Hydraulic Weights and Circuit Training, Weight Training, Beginning Yoga, 
and Lifetime Fitness; and the classroom based course of First Aid and.  The courses not 
included in the fall assessment were courses that typically had only one section and were 
taught by adjuncts with minimal contact with the department.  While it was 
acknowledged that this could have a slight impact on the results, it was decided that the 
first round of assessments would not include these courses because of the newness of the 
process.  The exception to this was the Yoga course which had multiple sections and was 
taught by an adjunct with a long history with the department.  Only one course, Bowling, 
had 2 sections assessed that were taught by different faculty. 

The breakdown of the number of courses, sections, and students assessed is as follows: 

FALL 2005  Number Offered  Number Assessed  Percentage 
Courses – 19  Courses – 11  58% 
Sections – 54  Sections – 22  41% 
Students – 1850  Students – 707  38% 

After the fall semester, the assessment committee met and planned the assessments for 
the spring 2006 semester.  In an attempt to broaden the courses assessed, if a faculty 
member was teaching a course that was assessed in the fall, that course or section did not



have to be assessed again.  Some faulty elected not to participate when given this choice. 
While there was some duplication of courses included in the spring assessments an 
attempt was made to also include those courses that are only taught during the spring 
semester, courses taught by different faculty, as well as including courses taught by 
adjunct faculty.  The courses assessed in the spring semester included the competition 
oriented courses of Racquetball, Volleyball, Bowling, and Curling; the personal 
improvement courses of Swim & Water Safety, Skiing, Weight Training, Hydraulic 
Weights & Circuit Training, Yoga, and Pilates; and the classroom based courses of 
Personal and Community Health and Nutrition for a Lifetime.  One course that was 
assessed in the fall, Racquetball, was assessed again only this time it was taught by a 
different faculty member.  There were two courses assessed, Bowling and Skiing, that 
had sections taught by different faculty. 

The breakdown of the number of courses, sections, and students assessed is as follows: 

SPRING 2006  Number Offered  Number Assessed  Percentage 
Courses – 20  Courses – 12  60% 
Sections – 49  Sections – 21  43% 
Students – 1770  Students – 715  40% 

The combined totals of courses, sections, and students assessed during the 20052006 
assessment cycle were as follows: 

20052006  Number Offered  Number Assessed  Percentage 
Courses – 23  Courses – 17  74% 
Sections – 103  Sections – 43  42% 
Students – 3620  Students – 1422  39% 

While 74% of the courses offered were assessed at some point in this process, of the 
courses not assessed 4 out of 6 of them were courses taught by adjunct faculty while the 
other two courses were one time offering courses.  In future assessments, the inclusion of 
more adjunct taught courses needs to be met. 

The assessment committee felt that the use of 74% of the courses offered, the inclusion of 
a variety of faculty, and the inclusion of most of the once a year course offerings insured 
a valid sample of students participating in the USP Physical Development and Wellness 
courses during the 20052006 school year. 

III. Description of the Process of Data Collection and Analysis 

The number and variety of courses as well as the varying outcomes between the courses 
being assessed made it impossible for common assessment instruments to be designed 
and applied across the program.  This necessitated a variety of instruments to be designed 
and used.  All assessment instruments were reviewed and approved by either the 
assessment committee or its chair.



Outcome 1  The student will demonstrate the skills necessary to participate in lifetime 
movement based recreational activities 

Instructors in courses that identified outcome 1 as an outcome they were meeting met and 
discussed how to assess this. The type of assessment instrument to apply was the first 
issue discussed.  Recognizing that the trend in assessment within physical education has 
be away from standardized skill tests to performance based authentic assessments, it was 
decided that rubrics would be designed and implemented in authentic play situations. 
The next item discussed was what skills and attributes would be assessed.  It was agreed 
that three areas would be looked at.  Those areas were the ability to demonstrate skills 
(form), the ability to apply those skills (application), and the demonstration of appropriate 
dispositions (affective attributes) during play.  The instructor in each of the courses then 
decided on the skills and dispositions to be observed and the settings that they would be 
observed in during the assessment.  If more than one instructor taught that subject, this 
process was done jointly.  If a number of skills and dispositions were assessed under each 
area, it was agreed that the overall criterion for each area would be determined by using 
the following criteria: 

3 – Above Expectations = 3’s on all skills 
2 – Meets Expectations = one or more 2’s and not more than half 

are 1’s 
1 – Below Expectations = half or more are 1’s 

Since the nature of some courses was personal improvement instead of competition, the 
three areas of form, application, and affective attributes did not fit for all courses.  For 
these courses, the instructors designed instruments that looked at the skill elements under 
form and/or application as deemed appropriate for their content. 

Course instructors designed and used rubrics to assess the skills listed.  If a course had 
multiple instructors, those instructors worked together to design and implement the 
rubrics. 

Data were analyzed and the percentages of students in these courses that scored at each of 
the criteria were recorded. 

Outcome 2 – The student will demonstrate an understanding of the knowledge base 
required of lifetime movement based recreational activities. 

To meet outcome 2, it was decided that the written tests that were used in courses with 
this outcome stated would be used to collect data.  If more than one instructor taught the 
course, they all worked together to identify common questions that would be asked. 
Those answers would then form the basis of the assessment.  To determine the level of 
performance for the assessment, the following criteria were agreed upon: 

3 – Above Expectations = Score of 90% or above 
2 – Meets Expectations = Score between 7089%



1 – Below Expectations = Score 69% or below 

Data were analyzed and the percentages of students in these courses that scored at each of 
the criteria were recorded. 

Outcome 3 – The student will identify the factors contributing to health and wellness; 

To meet outcome 3, courses that had this as an outcome used either a written test or a 
questionnaire.  The instrument was designed to match the content of the course and was 
implemented by the course instructor(s). 

Data were analyzed and the percentages of students in these courses that scored at each of 
the criteria were recorded. 

Outcome 4 – The student will report proactive choices that lead to a healthier lifestyle. 

There were a variety of instruments used to assess this outcome.  These instruments 
included performance checklists, written tests, surveys, reports, journals, and 
performance tests.  The criteria used to determine the level of expectation met was 
determined by the course instructor(s) as dictated by the content. 

After the collection of the data for all outcomes, course instructors tabulated the results 
and placed them on an Assessment Reporting Form.  This form was turned into the 
committee chair.  The committee chair then compiled all of the data for each of the 
outcomes. Data were analyzed and the percentages of students in these courses that 
scored at each of the criteria were recorded.  This data is reported in Section IV. 

IV. Results of the CurrentYear Assessment 

In reviewing the assessment results for the 20052006 school year, the assessment 
committee was pleased.  The data indicates that the courses are meeting the outcomes 
that have been identified and measured.  Over half of the students assessed for outcomes 
1 and 2 performed at a level above expectations while 5% of the students performed at a 
level below expectations.  For outcome 3, the largest percentage of students (60%) 
performed at a level meeting expectations while 8% of the students performed below 
expectations.  While outcome 4 had the largest percentage of students performing below 
expectations (11.8%), still over 88% were performing at or above expectations. 

Outcomes 
The student will:  Number 

Below 
Expectations 

Meets 
Expectations 

Above 
Expectations 

1) demonstrate the skills 
necessary to participate in 
lifetime movement based 
recreational activities. 

992  50 
5% 

375 
37.8% 

567 
57.2%



2) demonstrate an 
understanding of the 
knowledge base required of 
lifetime movement based 
recreational activities. 

800  41 
5.1% 

281 
35.1% 

478 
59.8% 

3) identify the factors 
contributing to health and 
wellness. 

278  22 
7.9% 

167 
60.1% 

89 
32% 

4) report proactive choices 
that lead to a healthier 
lifestyle. 

655  77 
11.8% 

314 
47.9% 

264 
40.3% 

Overall the data points to the fact that, as a whole, the USP Physical Development and 
Wellness courses are meeting the outcomes of the program as it continues to meet the 
needs and demands of our students.  This data shows that over half (51%) of the students 
are exceeding expectations and only 7% are failing to meet expectations. 

Collective Results 
Number 

Below 
Expectations 

Meets 
Expectations 

Above 
Expectations 

2724  190 
7% 

1139 
41.7% 

1398 
51.3% 

V. Suggestions for Improvement or Action Based on the Results 

INDIVIDUAL COURSE INSTRUCTOR SUGGESTIONS 

After the fall assessment period, the assessment committee met and discussed the 
assessment results.  The results indicated that the USP courses were meeting the 
outcomes stated and there were no suggestions for future change.  It was decided though 
that there needed to be another piece to the assessment process to help instructors utilize 
their data results for course improvement.  An Improvement Report Form was designed 
and distributed to all instructors who were assessing their courses during the spring 
semester.  These were collected along with the data from the stated instructors.  A review 
of the conclusions stated in the reports that were turned in is as follows: 

Areas of Strength 

Course  Comments 
PER 104  Understanding of rules 
PER 103  Knowledge of playing rules 
PER 134  Results were impressive 
PER 135  The high percentage of students that were continuing to lift weights was very 

encouraging. 
PER 144 
Pilates 

Students demonstrated the skill very well and met expectations



HERS 
204 

Current event topics, recent research in health issues, and drug, alcohol, and 
tobacco unit 

Areas of Improvement 

Course  Comments 
PER 
104 

It appears that the class either “got it” or “didn’t”.  I didn’t do a good job at the 
middle ground – also application, we know how to do the fundamental skills 
but don’t apply them in game situations properly 

PER 
103 

Form and application 

PER 
134 

Difficult to assess due to large numbers of students, the varying skill levels 
coupled with multiple instructors at Mt. LaCrosse. 

PER 
135 

The area on the test that students showed a bit of confusion on was the muscle 
action identification. 

PER 
144 
Pilates 

The proactive choices survey was a good way to get feedback form students,  I 
was hoping to have higher numbers in the 2 & 3 category. 

PER 
144 
Yoga 

Students were able to perform the series of poses with proper alignment, were 
able to observe and correct alignment while transitioning through postures and 
they practiced breathing & relaxation techniques while out of class 

HERS 
204 

More student interaction 

Modifications Considered for Future 

Course  Comments 
PER 104  I perhaps advanced too quickly for some and need to spend more time on 

basic skills/drills and utilize more “gamelike” drills 
PER 103  Create form handouts that explain technical aspects of skills and develop a 

rubric for both form and application for serfevaluation. 
PER 134  Need to be sure instructors are on the same page with the criteria for 

assessments. 
PER 135  Instead of just discussing the actions of the major muscle groups and giving 

them a handout, I will demonstrate the actions on the machines so the 
students can see the muscle actions. 

PER 144  
Pilates 

I will keep the assessments going to keep the students working hard.  Since 
Pilates isn’t for everyone as indicated on the survey, this course at least 
brought an awareness to everyone as to the exercises. 

PER 144 
– Yoga 

More emphasis on supportive muscles and how to do Yoga postures during 
the day, for example, chair twists and stretches, exercises before bedtime 
and yoga warmups before exercises 

HERS 
204 

Try to add more speakers on relevant topics and update the video library to 
more recent titles.



ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE SUGGESTIONS 

The assessment committee met in May and reviewed the spring data collected.  Again the 
results indicated that the USP courses were successfully meeting the outcomes stated. 
When reviewing the combined aggregated data the committee entered into a discussion as 
to what the data was telling them.  With the collective data indicating that over half 
(51.3%) of the students scoring above expectations, the question was asked “Does this 
mean that our standards and/or expectations are too low or that our instruction is very 
effective?”  There is no way to know the answer to this with the current assessment 
process, but the committee did discuss two strategies that might help clarify it. 

1) The issue of interrater reliability needs to be addressed before the next time the PDW 
courses go through the assessment process.  There was an effort in this assessment cycle 
to minimize the number of assessed sections within courses that were taught by different 
faculty.  With 20 out of the 23 courses (87%) and their sections assessed being taught 
only by one instructor, we were fairly successful in this effort.  In future assessments the 
need to include those sections within courses that involve different instructors in the 
assessment process will be a factor.  Even though the nature of the courses, the size of the 
course offerings, and the demand for multiple sections makes this a challenge the need to 
assure interrater reliability in future assessments is needed for those courses taught by 
multiple faculty.  A strategy to address this issue was discussed which centered on the 
collection of recorded performances by students with varied skill levels in each activity 
courses that assesses outcome 1.  These performances would be housed in the PER office 
and would be used by faculty teaching those courses to assess and reach consensus on 
prior to the next round of assessments.  Since these courses are activity courses, a 
recommendation to collect these performances will be made to the PER department in 
fall 2006 for its consideration.  It is hoped that the department will be supportive of this 
and will implement the collection and storage of the performances during the two year 
interlude between assessment cycles. 

2) The need to better define the department’s philosophy as it relates to the activity 
courses was also discussed.  With the wide variety of activity courses offered and the use 
of multiple faculty that varies yearly, the department needs to discuss and come to 
agreement on the purpose and structure of the activity course offerings.  This discussion 
could lead to a restructuring of the activity courses to accommodate the wide variety of 
skill levels students bring to the courses.  This could result in courses that would better 
match the skills and needs of the students that enroll in the activity courses.  The 
committee will recommend to the department chair that this discussion be started in the 
fall of 2006. 

3)  Since the USP assessment process and all accreditation bodies at both the state and 
national levels are requiring performance based assessments, the need for the PER 
department to assign an assessment coordinator was discussed.  The role of this person 
would be to coordinate all program assessment efforts and to assist faculty in the design,



implementation, and analysis of the assessments required by each agency.  It was 
recognized that some level of compensation would be needed for the coordinator.  This 
recommendation will be provided to the PER and HERS department chairs for the 
consideration of the departments in the fall of 2006. 

Respectfully prepared and submitted by the Physical Development and Wellness 
Assessment Committee, May 19, 2006. 

Committee Members 
Harry Lehwald – Chair 
Randy Miller 
Lorene Olson 
Kyle Poock 
Terese Sheridan 
Doug Callahan – replaced Randy Miller in May 2006 due to his retirement
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