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Assessment Review

The Assessment Committee chose to evaluate critical thinking and analytical writing and ethics during the 2004-2005 year. An evaluation of the graduation writing competency exit exam for the years 2003-2005 will be completed for each campus. During the winter 2005 quarter, all campuses will be asked to submit student-writing samples so that assessment of critical thinking can take place. During the spring 2005 quarter, all campuses will be asked to submit student-writing samples so that assessment of analytical writing and ethics can take place.  This information will be used to improve areas where needed because assessment is an ongoing endeavor. We recognize that no conclusions can be made regarding progression of skill development using this assessment technique. 

Graduation Writing Competency Exit Exam (GWCEE) Data 03-05 Years

Student writing abilities are measured each year when all GMC teachers in English 102 use the Graduation Writing Competency Exit Exam (GWCEE) grading rubric to assess one of the final essays written by each student in the class. Based on the data collected in the GWCEE database, the following student errors appear most often for each campus. During the spring faculty workshop, this data is given to each English instructor so that adjustments can be made when teaching English 102.  Institutional Effectiveness Plans and Reports are written to address the weaknesses identified by this data.

Percentages in each category are computed by dividing the number of student errors by the number of students writing the GWCEE exam for that campus. 

Campus Data

Data is gathered based on the error rates for each campus. All campuses may not have the same weaknesses in the student body population. Each campus evaluates the problem areas and adjusts as needed. Increases in the rate of errors are highlighted. Raw data is provided for each category and by campus where available, following the specific area errors. 

Milledgeville Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error Analysis

	Fragments
	4.92
	2.31
	1.56
	Decline  .75

	Fused Sentences
	2.65
	1.61
	1.16
	Decline  .45

	Comma Splices
	1.14
	  .52
	  .37
	Decline  .15

	Comma Needed
	3.16
	1.66
	1.71
	Increase  .11

	Spelling
	  .80
	2.62
	2.89
	Increase  .27

	Substandard
	2.14
	1.01
	  .67
	Decline   .34

	Faulty Reference
	  .80
	.92
	  .74
	Decline   .18

	Diction
	1.63
	1.18
	1.08
	Decline   .10

	Short Papers
	  .80
	  .08
	  .05
	Decline   .03


Atlanta Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error

Analysis

	Awkward Phrase
	No data
	1.97
	1.71
	Decline  .26

	Comma Needed
	No data
	2.20
	2.18
	Decline  .02

	Spelling
	No data
	2.68
	2.69
	Slight Increase .01

	Apostrophe
	No data
	  .89
	  .85
	Decline  .04

	Diction
	No data
	  .64
	  .54
	Decline  .10


Augusta Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors  Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error

Analysis

	Fragments
	1.00
	  .77
	  .57
	Decline   .20

	Agreement
	1.67
	1.15
	  .92
	Decline   .23

	Comma Needed
	  .43
	1.84
	1.81
	Slight Decline   .03

	Spelling
	3.11
	3.54
	3.21
	Decline   .33

	Diction
	  .95
	1.25
	1.28
	Slight Increase  .03


Columbus Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error

Analysis

	Fragments
	No data
	2.29
	1.62
	Decline   .67

	Fused Sentences
	No data
	1.86
	1.19
	Decline   .70

	Comma Splice
	No data
	2.14
	1.50
	Decline   .64

	Comma Needed
	No data
	2.57
	2.16
	Decline   .41

	Spelling
	No data
	3.09
	2.28
	Decline   .81


Valdosta Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Error

Analysis

	Substandard English
	No Data
	3.60
	2.49
	Decline 1.11

	Awkward Phrases
	No Data
	1.89
	1.43
	Decline    .46

	Comma Needed
	No Data
	5.24
	4.89
	Decline    .35

	Spelling
	No Data
	  .39
	  .26
	Decline    .13

	Diction
	No Data
	1.27
	1.68
	Increase   .41


Warner Robins Campus

GWCEE Data 03-05

	Student Errors Made Most Often in 2003-04
	2003 Error %
	2004 Error %
	2005 Error %
	Analysis

	Substandard English
	  .70
	1.13
	  .69
	Decline  .44

	Awkward phrases
	2.12
	2.18
	1.19
	Decline  .99

	Comma Needed
	6.92
	1.70
	1.43
	Decline  .27

	Spelling
	3.70
	1.55
	1.53
	Slight Decline  .02

	Weak Content
	  .96
	  .67
	  .40
	Decline  .27


Data Evaluation from GWCEE

The following chart provides raw data reflecting 2003-2005 numbers of student errors measured on student essays in English 102 graded with the GWCEE grading rubric.

Raw Data Gathered from GWCEE Database 2003-3005

	
	Augusta
	Columbus
	Milledgeville
	Atlanta
	Valdosta
	Warner Robins

	Year
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05
	03
	04
	05

	Error Type
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Thesis
	250
	11
	25
	 
	30
	34
	23
	71
	86
	 
	22
	22
	 
	71
	71
	60
	
	108

	Develop
	495
	36
	60
	 
	40
	44
	95
	122
	138
	 
	50
	55
	 
	44
	60
	118
	125
	145

	Unity
	245
	57
	63
	 
	45
	47
	21
	25
	29
	 
	34
	35
	 
	22
	22
	50
	25
	27

	Organization
	210
	23
	33
	 
	45
	50
	26
	33
	41
	 
	25
	33
	 
	25
	31
	105
	88
	91

	Coherence
	190
	22
	41
	 
	25
	32
	230
	98
	117
	 
	30
	32
	 
	230
	281
	30
	84
	93

	Fragment
	959
	393
	521
	 
	80
	94
	276
	145
	186
	 
	154
	189
	 
	299
	333
	183
	188
	267

	Fused sent
	390
	270
	344
	 
	65
	69
	192
	64
	80
	 
	66
	82
	 
	94
	107
	40
	92
	177

	Comma Sp
	959
	254
	360
	 
	75
	87
	287
	142
	170
	 
	169
	188
	 
	297
	361
	235
	111
	157

	Agree’t
	1599
	591
	834
	 
	57
	66
	1234
	626
	711
	 
	692
	743
	 
	1213
	1422
	435
	371
	468

	SubStand
	553+
	454
	502
	 
	50
	54
	537+
	274
	304
	 
	32
	39
	 
	962
	1017
	65
	155
	212

	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	 

	Awk phrase
	572+
	402
	588
	 
	60
	64
	666
	435
	528
	 
	323
	392
	 
	505
	584
	197
	299
	369

	Reference
	1212
	465
	796
	 
	26
	42
	201+
	248
	336
	 
	112
	137
	 
	454
	684
	92
	38
	71

	Comma needed
	410+
	944
	1653
	 
	90
	125
	793
	449
	781
	 
	361
	499
	 
	1400
	2002
	644+
	233
	442

	Spelling
	2977
	1818
	2921
	 
	108
	132
	201+
	711
	1320
	 
	439
	615
	 
	105+
	105+
	344 +
	213
	474

	Not parallel
	201+
	101
	151
	 
	36
	53
	77
	86
	111
	 
	17
	20
	 
	227
	291
	20
	17
	37

	Dangling modifier
	82
	10
	28
	 
	16
	20
	22
	0
	4
	 
	2
	2
	 
	18
	21
	215+
	6
	11

	Mis-modifier
	54
	21
	28
	 
	6
	8
	21
	3
	6
	 
	13
	14
	 
	17
	27
	10
	8
	20

	Split infinitive
	94
	41
	61
	 
	20
	26
	22
	0
	7
	 
	3
	4
	 
	10
	11
	2
	0
	15

	Misuse colon
	100
	56
	91
	 
	16
	22
	71
	41
	63
	 
	26
	32
	 
	64
	92
	34
	20
	36

	Apostrophe
	642
	340
	583
	 
	46
	58
	282
	207
	322
	 
	146
	195
	 
	213
	308
	40
	57
	180

	Diction
	910
	640
	1169
	 
	54
	57
	410+
	320
	492
	 
	105
	124
	 
	340
	686
	90
	77
	241

	Slang
	230
	139
	226
	 
	20
	21
	68
	94
	134
	 
	0
	4
	 
	54
	57
	64
	6
	26

	Content
	195
	67
	97
	 
	10
	12
	127
	147
	159
	 
	28
	33
	 
	50
	67
	89
	92
	125

	Opening
	82
	42
	46
	 
	10
	13
	145
	94
	108
	 
	23
	26
	 
	62
	73
	55
	47
	53

	Ending
	160
	79
	97
	 
	10
	11
	215
	278
	304
	 
	38
	51
	 
	78
	95
	125
	93
	109

	Formula essay
	40
	14
	18
	 
	5
	5
	28
	90
	93
	 
	4
	6
	 
	571+
	571+
	10
	2
	          4

	Primer style
	275
	85
	100
	 
	20
	21
	65
	41
	43
	 
	1
	2
	 
	41
	46
	25
	35
	39

	Paper short
	220
	86
	129
	 
	5
	6
	201+
	21
	24
	 
	14
	17
	 
	117
	133
	45
	86
	105

	Paper topic
	45
	21
	30
	 
	5
	6
	52
	48
	53
	 
	10
	10
	 
	11
	22
	3
	35
	39

	Number

Students
	956
	513
	911
	
	35
	58
	251
	271
	457
	
	164
	229
	 
	267
	409
	93
	137
	309


This is a comprehensive look at the raw data used by each campus.

Plan for Assessment of Social Science Core Competency 04-05 Year:  An Understanding of the Historical, Political, and Economic Development of Human Kind.

Using data collected from the Social Science Division 04-05 IE Reports, at the end of spring 2005, the division chair conducted an assessment of GMC students’ understanding of world history. In World History 101 and 102, each instructor includes test questions that measure specific student learning objectives for the course.  The number of students correctly answering these multiple-choice and true-false questions on each exam is computed. The division chair collects this data and compiles a report indicating the class average for correctly answering questions measuring student-learning objectives. Information is tracked by campus for the classes participating in the evaluation process each year. The following student learning objectives match the course descriptions for World History 101 and 102. We believe these courses do the best job at covering this broad core competency.

Catalog Description for History 101:

World Civilization I is a survey of the history of the world from prehistoric times through the 16th century.

Student Learning Objectives for History 101:

The student should be able to: (1) summarize the development of prehistory leading to civilization and the foundations of early civilization, (2) describe the higher institutions of Classical civilization and their contributions to the modern world, (3) compare the development of world religions and their impact, (4) explain the significance of the events of the Medieval Age, (5) discuss the contributions of the Renaissance Period and the Reformation.

Catalog Description for History 102:

World Civilization II is a survey of the history of the world from the 17th century to the Modern Age.

Student Learning Objectives for History 102:

The student should be able to: (1`) compare the development of governmental systems, 

(2) list causes and impact of societal conflicts and revolutions, (3) name positive and negative aspects of imperialism, (4) summarize causes and effects of conflicts in the 20th century, (5) compare and contrast issues of the Post Modern Era.

Results from the Assessment of Social Science Core Competency:

Results from Main Campus SY 04-05: 

172 students completed History 101 and 157 of those students made 65 or above (91%).  79 students completed History 102 and 70 made 65 or above (89%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 91% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 77% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 89% passing History 102 an average of 73% was achieved. 

Results from Augusta Campus SY 04-05:

163 students completed History 101 and 152 of those students made 65 or above (93%).  157 students completed History 102 and 146 made 65 or above (93%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 93% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 80% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 93% passing History 102 an average of 80% was achieved. 

Results from the Robins Campus SY 04-05:

97 students completed History 101 and 89 of those students made 65 or above (92%).  96 students completed History 102 and 82 made 65 or above (85%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 92% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 83% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 85% passing History 102 an average of 75% was achieved.

Results from Valdosta Campus SY 04-05:

125 students completed History 101 and 108 of those students made 65 or above (86%).  107 students completed History 102 and 89 made 65 or above (83%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 86% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 87% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 83% passing History 102 an average of 89% was achieved.

Results from Atlanta Campus SY 04-05:

67 students completed History 101 and 63 of those students made 65 or above (94%).  72 students completed History 102 and 67 made 65 or above (93%).  Five Student Learning Objectives were tested in each course.  Of the 94% of the History 101 students passing the class, an average of 79% was achieved on the Student Learning Objectives and of the 93% passing History 102 an average of 79% was achieved.

Results from Columbus Campus SY 04-05: Not submitted.

Plan for Assessment of Critical Thinking Winter 2005

During the winter 2005 quarter, all campuses were asked to submit student-writing samples so that assessment of critical thinking could take place.  Student writing was collected from entry level students and advanced level students similar to the pilot assessment conducted during the spring 2004 quarter used to measure writing skills.  In this cross sectional assessment study, these stratified samples represent gender, ethnicity, and age of the entire student population.  We recognize that no conclusions can be made regarding progression of skill development using this assessment technique. 

Once the Office of Institutional Effectiveness and Research provided the names of students included in this Critical Thinking assessment process, faculty and administrators at each campus were informed.  Teachers learned that they had to submit writing samples produced by these students during regular course work by the end of the quarter. The following directions were provided along with the grading rubric.

Guidelines for Critical Thinking Writing Assignment Submission:

All assignments must be typed and printed using black ink. You may give the students a copy of the rubric. This will allow them to understand what the committee is looking for in its grading. A list of students chosen for this study will be provided after drop/add. The writing samples will be due by the end of the quarter. Please submit the writing sample as soon as you are able, but no later than the last day of your quarter. You should submit the samples for each student to your division chair or assistant dean. If you do not have an assignment to submit, you should provide the reason to the division chair or assistant dean for each student (i.e., student did not turn one in or the course does not require a writing component). Here are some examples of critical thinking exercises; you do not have to use one of these. You may develop assignments that are more related to the course material. 

How would you respond to the following managerial level complaint? Some company managers say that the more information provided to employees, the more employees want. Or
Should managers have the right to monitor the email messages of employees? Why or why not? What if employees are warned that email could be monitored? If a company sets up an email policy, should only in-house transmissions be monitored or only employee outside email transmissions? Why? Or
Answer each of the following questions concerning the role of women in international politics:
Would international relations operate differently if most of the leaders of nation-states were women? What would those differences be and what evidence (besides gender stereotypes) supports your answer?  Or
Suppose you lived in an extremely poor slum in the developing world and had no money or job – but retained all the knowledge you have now. Describe what strategy you would adopt for your own survival and well-being. What strategies would you reject as infeasible? Would you reject the idea of revolution? Explain why or why not.

Critical Thinking Assessment Rubric

	
	          4
                           3

	         2

             1

	A. GIVEN
	
	

	Observes and describes given information in relation to a question
	Identifies appropriate main issue and describes it accurately, selects key component points, recognizes priorities among details in relation to given question, picks up unstated implications.
	Identifies inappropriate main issue or none at all, describes issue inaccurately, fails to identify key component points, loses focus on given question.

	B. WHEREAS
	
	

	Analyzes the given material and shows structure of an argument
	Shows connections among key points with a visible structure (diagram, outline, etc.), indicates contradictions and continuities, shows cause & effect relationships, demonstrates sound logic leading toward a generalization.
	Ignores key points or shows inability to manipulate them, shows confusion about relationships among key points, uses faulty logic, fails to create order from details.

	C. THEREFORE
	
	

	Responds to questions with conclusion or hypothesis
	Clearly states conclusion or hypothesis, shows how it emerges from the evidence, relationship to the given question.
	Proposes no comprehensible conclusion or hypothesis, wanders from the given question.

	D. AND SO….
	
	

	Evaluates conclusion or hypothesis within relevant context
	Appropriately assesses conclusion or hypothesis in terms of reliability and further evidence needed, assesses external implications of the conclusion/ hypothesis within a larger context.
	Fails to assess conclusion, raises no additional questions, fails to place the argument within a relevant larger context.


By the end of the winter 2005 quarter, more than 100 samples had been collected.  The papers were scanned and loaded into a database.  Teachers were given access to the database so they could read the writing samples and grade each one.  Each teacher was asked to grade at least twenty-five writing samples.  When using the Critical Thinking Rubric, for the entry-level writing sample, a grade of 8 was considered passing and a grade of 12 was a passing grade for the advanced level student.  

Data Evaluation for Critical Thinking:

The following two charts provide the results from the critical thinking assessment.  These charts indicate the average score for all the students in each of four increasing levels of critical thinking difficulty (Given, Whereas, Therefore, And So).  Each category had a possible total of 4 points.  The highest possible total score for all four categories was 16 points.  In this first chart, entry-level students averaged 2.75 out of 4 pts in the lowest level of critical thinking. Students averaged .01 out of 4 points in the second level, 2.27 in the third category, and 2.16 in the highest critical thinking category. In the second category, students scored the lowest average points and in the first category, they scored the highest point average.  The total average overall for entry-level students was 9.51 out of 16.

	Averages for Report

	Given Average
	Whereas Average
	Therefore Average
	And So Average
	Total Average

	2.75
	0.01
	2.27
	2.16
	9.51


Type: Entry

In the second chart, advanced level students averaged 2.8 out of 4 points in the lowest level of critical thinking.  Students averaged .02 in the second level, 2.36 in the third level, and 2.3 in the highest critical thinking category.  In the second category, students again scored the lowest average points and in the first category, they scored the highest point average.  Advanced level students improved in each category although not by much.  The total average overall for advanced level students was 9.82 out of 16. Although the improvement levels are small in some categories, we recognize that community colleges should not expect to see high level increases over this short period of time.

	Averages for Report

	Given Average
	Whereas Average
	Therefore Average
	And So Average
	Total Average

	2.8
	0.02
	2.36
	2.3
	9.82


Type: Advanced

Critical Thinking Assessment Summary Results June 2005

Observations

1. Not enough faculty members participated in the grading process. 

2. Not enough student writing samples were submitted. 

3. Of the groups of papers that were graded, many received one passing grade and one failing grade which required an additional grader to break the tie.  The tie-breaking analysis by the third grader did not take place. Because scanning was a problem from the beginning, time to grade was dramatically limited.

4. The directions teachers provided students varied.

5. The assignment pool was very diverse with many writing samples not appropriate for assessment of critical thinking.

6. After results were gathered, teachers pointed out that critical thinking does take place in classes, but does not always involve writing.

7. Data gathered for critical thinking is inconclusive. 

Recommendations

1. The dean suggests that the Assessment Committee continue with next stage of assessment and return to critical thinking once a new way to measure critical thinking as been developed.

2. Faculty may need to identify courses (through a survey) that include critical thinking activities both oral and written.

3. Faculty may need to review definition of critical thinking and develop a checklist of characteristics. 

4. Collecting student-writing samples may not be the best to measure some core competencies, especially critical thinking. 

5. Assessment committee may need to develop new measures.

6. Assessment of degree program objectives will assess critical thinking.

7. Teachers may be giving assignments they think include elements of “critical thinking,” but these assignments cannot be measured with the CT rubric.

8. Teachers need to agree on definition of “critical thinking.”

9. Teachers and students may need to review difference between “critical thinking” assignments that contain minimal examples of critical thinking.  For example, if a student writes a narrative or a process paper, only the introduction or conclusion may contain critical thinking.

Results of Winter 2005 Critical Thinking Assessment Indicate Need for Change in Future Assessment Procedures 

Because the data collected from the Critical Thinking Assessment component was inconclusive, after careful review and discussion, the Assessment Committee agreed that a more effective way must be developed to measure student acquisition of core competencies. The committee members recommended that each division chair and their faculty members look at the forms of assessment already taking place in the classroom and determine how data can be collected from these classroom assessments.  Committee members also recommended that the plan for measuring student learning once degrees are completed might provide a more efficient assessment tool.   

In the spring 2005, each division chair developed Degree Assessment Summaries that include learning objectives for each AS and AA degree granted through their division.  Next to each learning objective is the assessment criteria/procedures for measuring that objective (See Appendix E for each Degree Assessment Summary). 

Plan for Assessment of Analytical Writing and Ethics Spring 2005

The Assessment Committee will be collecting writing samples to assess analytical writing and ethics spring 05 quarter. All campuses were asked to submit student-writing samples so that assessment of analytical writing and ethics could take place.  Student writing was collected from entry level students and advanced level students similar to the pilot assessment conducted during the spring 2004 quarter used to measure writing skills.  In this cross sectional assessment study, these stratified samples represent gender, ethnicity, and age of the entire student population.  We recognize that no conclusions can be made regarding progression of skill development using this assessment technique. 

Once the Office of Institutional Effectiveness and Research provided the names of students included in this analytical writing and ethics assessment process, faculty and administrators at each campus were informed.  Teachers learned that they had to submit writing samples produced by these students during regular course work by the end of the quarter. The following directions were provided along with the grading rubric.

Guidelines for writing assignment submission:

All assignments must be typed and printed using black ink. Lists of students chosen for this study will be provided after drop/add. The writing samples will be due by the end of the quarter. Please submit the writing sample as soon as you are able, but no later than the last day of your quarter. You should submit the samples for each student to your division chair or assistant dean. If you do not have an assignment to submit, you should provide the reason to the division chair or assistant dean for each student (i.e., student did not turn one in or the course does not require a writing component). 

The rubric used by the assessment committee for grading the writing samples is provided below. The rubric was provided electronically and the results were gathered in a database for evaluation purposes. The assessment committee will review the results of the data and make recommendations.

GMC Analytical Writing and Ethics Assessment Rubric

Student:____________________________  Course:________________

Instructor:__________________________   Date:  _________________

	Performance 

Area
	Rating = 4
	Rating =3
	Rating = 2
	Rating = 1
	Score



	Structure 


	Clear and appropriate 

· Beginning 

· Development

· Conclusion

· Paragraphing

· Transitions 


	Adequate 

· Beginning

· Development

· Conclusion

· Paragraphing

· Transitions 


	Weak

· Beginning

· Development

· Conclusion

· Paragraphing

· Transitions 


	No Evidence of 

· Beginning

· Development

· Conclusion

· Paragraphing

· Transitions
	

	Ethics 

Content 


	Length of work provides in-depth and insightful:

· Ethical Issue

· Coverage of Topic

· Clearly supported assertions 
	Length of work provides sufficient:

· Ethical Issue

· Coverage of Topic

· Clearly supported assertions
	Length of work provides limited:

· Ethical Issue

· Coverage of Topic

· Clearly supported assertions
	Length of work provides no evidence of:

· Ethical Issue

· Coverage of Topic

· Clearly supported assertions
	

	Mechanics 


	Written work has no major errors in:

· Sentence structure 

· Spelling

· Punctuation 

· Capitalization 
	Written work is relatively free of errors in:

· Sentence structure 

· Spelling

· Punctuation 

· Capitalization
	Written work has several major errors in: 

· Sentence structure 

· Spelling

· Punctuation

· Capitalization
	Written work has serious errors in:

· Sentence structure 

· Spelling

· Punctuation

· Capitalization
	

	
	
	
	
	Total Score 
	


Data Evaluation from Analytical Writing and Ethics:

Evaluation of Assessment Data

Ethical Thinking Writing Samples

Spring 2005
	Score 

Attained
	Advanced Level
	Entry Level 

	 1
	1
	11

	1.5
	8
	11

	2
	31
	16

	2.5
	10
	24

	3
	19
	11

	3.5
	11
	6

	4
	0
	0


	Score Entry
	Valdosta
	Columbus 
	Augusta
	Atlanta
	Robins
	Milledgeville

	1
	0
	1
	1
	3
	2
	4

	1.5
	4
	0
	3
	1
	0
	3

	2
	4
	3
	6
	0
	1
	2

	2.5
	4
	0
	6
	3
	3
	8

	3
	3
	0
	5
	1
	1
	1

	3.5
	2
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2

	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	#/% Fail
	4/17=24%
	¼=25%
	4/23=17%
	4/8=50%
	2/7=29%
	7/20=35%

	#/% Pass
	13/17=76%
	¾=75%
	19/23=83%
	4/8=50%
	5/7=71%
	13/20=65%

	Report Average
	2.35
	1.78
	2.37
	2.50
	2.15
	2.56


	Score Advanced
	Valdosta
	Columbus 
	Augusta
	Atlanta
	Robins
	Milledgeville

	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	1.5
	1
	0
	1
	1
	4
	1

	2
	8
	0
	7
	5
	4
	4

	2.5
	1
	0
	3
	3
	0
	3

	3
	4
	0
	10
	2
	1
	2

	3.5
	1
	0
	4
	0
	2
	4

	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	#/% Fail
	1/15=7%
	0
	2/26=8%
	1/11=9%
	4/11=36%
	1/14=7%

	#/% Pass
	14/15=93%
	0
	24/26=92%
	10/11=91%
	7/11=64%
	13/14=93%

	Report Average
	2.37
	0
	2.62
	2.27
	2.18
	2.52


Analytical Writing and Ethics Assessment Summary Results June 2005

By focusing on the assessment of the attainment of a stronger ethical thinking process, the data clearly indicate student learning was achieved. Indeed the data available clearly indicates the cumulative impact of the ethics across the curriculum program on the student body is significant from the first to the second academic year of study. The average increase in pass rate, with the Columbus campus figured into the mix, was over two percentage points. However if Columbus is excluded from the calculations because of incomplete data the increase from entry level to advanced level is over fifteen percent. All of the campuses are experiencing significant growth in student ability and mastery of the ethical thinking process emphasized in the Ethics Across the Curriculum program of the college.

Observations

Problems occurred with the on-line grading assessment process but there were fewer issues than before indicating that the process is smoothing out as we progress.  Not enough student samples were submitted, but the number was sufficient to provide an understanding of the student learning process. Because the assistant academic dean at the Columbus campus changed jobs and moved to a different campus, no advanced level writing samples were turned in from the Columbus center. Writing ability varied dramatically, so graders focused on the ethical thinking evidenced in the writing sample.  
Another concern on the part of the graders is that the cut off scores may have been too high for both the entry and advanced level students.  Until teachers feel more comfortable grading writing outside of their discipline and more standardized directions are provided, evaluation of student learning may not provide reliable data.

Recommendations

There is ample evidence from the sample that students are growing in their ability to address ethical issues in a structured manner.

This conclusion is supported by results from student surveys in which students concur with the questions on how GMC has impacted their ethical thinking and thus their actions in responding to ethical based issues.

This evaluation utilizes only one portion of the ethical thinking exercise grading rubric – the score on the development of ethical thinking (the second measure on the rubric with 4 the highest possible points earned.).








