CORE COURSE ASSESSMENT – CRITICAL THINKING – MAY 21, 2010

Method:  Assessment was carried out using final paper assignments for 20 students.  Five papers were assessed from each of four core area courses. The papers were anonymous, with numbers assigned from 1 – 20 as shown in the table below.

	Course Number
	Course Name
	Student Papers

	HIST 373
	Africa II
	1 - 5

	PHIL 210
	Ethics: Honors section
	6 - 10

	HIST 343
	Latin America II
	11 - 15

	HIST 204
	American History II
	16 - 20


Assessors were Jim Booker from the Economics Department, Vera Eccarius-Kelly from the Political Science Department, and Jenny Mcerlean from the Philosophy Department. Assessment was done using the rubric attached.  There were five categories.

IDENTIFICATION AND EXPLANATION OF ISSUES
EVIDENCE
INFLUENCE OF CONTEXT
STUDENT’S POSITION
CONCLUSIONS AND RELATED OUTCOMES

Student papers were read by all three assessors and a consensus on the quality of the work was reached.   

Results:   The table below shows the assessed quality of the work in each of the four categories for all 20 papers. 
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The percentages meeting or exceeding the required standards for each category are shown below.

	CATEGORY
	ISSUES
	EVIDENCE
	CONTEXT
	POSITION
	CONCLUSIONS

	PERCENTAGE
	70%
	90%
	65%
	55%
	60%


Attachments:
The rubric used




The 20 papers.

Critical Thinking Rubric for Core Courses at Siena College

	OBJECTIVES
	Does not meet standards
	Meets standards
	Exceeds standard
	Score

	Identification and explanation of issues
	Fails to identify and explain the issue/problem. Represents the issue inaccurately. 
	Successfully identifies and analyzes issue/problem. 
	Clearly identifies and explains issue/problem; explains why /how they are problems; identifies embedded or implicit issues, addressing their relationships to each other.  
	

	Evidence
	Lacks interpretation of information taken from source (s). Viewpoints from source(s) are taken as fact, without question.
	Information taken from source(s) is interpreted to develop a coherent analysis. Viewpoints of source(s) are subject to questioning.
	Information taken from source(s) is interpreted to develop a comprehensive analysis. Viewpoints of source(s) are questioned thoroughly.
	

	Influence of context 
	Fails to identify and evaluate any of the important contexts. May present issues as having no connection to relevant contexts. 
	Identifies several relevant contexts when presenting a position. 
	Not only correctly identifies all contexts, but also carefully evaluates the relevance of these contexts when presenting a position.
	

	Student’s position 
	Specific position is stated (perspective, thesis/hypothesis), but is simplistic and obvious. 
	Specific position is stated (perspective, thesis/hypothesis) takes into account the complexities of an issue. Other’s points of view are acknowledged within position. 
	Specific position is stated (perspective, thesis/hypothesis) is imaginative, taking into account the complexities of an issue. Limits of positions are acknowledged. Other’s points of view are synthesized within the position. 
	

	Conclusions and related outcomes
	Conclusion is inconsistently tied to some of the information discussed; related outcomes are oversimplified. 
	Conclusion is logically tied to a range of information, including opposing viewpoints; related outcomes are identified clearly. 
	Conclusions and related outcomes are logical and reflect student’s informed evaluation and ability to place evidence and perspectives discussed in priority order. 
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