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December 15, 1995

INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING AND ANALYSIS

Dr. James C. Moeser
through Dr. Carol Z. Garrison
Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost
University of South Carolina
Columbia, SC 29208

Dear Dr. Moeser: RE: Interim Report, Assessment Advisory Committee

Since the last Assessment Advisory Committee Report of May 15, 1995, the
committee has focused on assessment instruments and methods (including an
internally-developed writing assessment method and computer survey, the
ACT/COMP, the CSEQ, the Senior Survey, and focus groups); dissemination of
assessment information; a feedback process to involve those responsible for
improving programs (i.e., faculty, department chairs, deans, etc.); and incentives and

- rewards for participation in assessment activities. In addition, the committee

requested revisions to the Policies and Procedures Manual and the Undergraduate
Studies Bulletin to highlight the role of assessment in the educational process.

A sub-committee working on the writing assessment method has refined its scoring
technique into what the committee members have dubbed the “binary analytical
scoring method.” Sub-committee members piloted the method to test for inter-rater
reliability. Over 1100 freshman essays have been collected from UNIV 101 classes
for evaluation using the binary analytical scoring method. Currently, the sub-
committee is waiting for a response from Barbara Nielsen with regard to the
participation of high school teachers in this assessment project.

The Office of Institutional Planning and Analysis, with the cooperation of UNIV 101
staff and instructors, administered a computer survey to 1102 UNIV 101 freshmen;
this number represents approximately 43% of USC Columbia’s first-time, full-time
freshmen. The purpose of the assessment was to determine the entry-level
computer skills of first-time, full-time freshmen. The quantitative results of that
survey are attached. A summary of the entire survey results was distributed to the
Council of Deans, the Council of Assistant and Associate Deans, and select members
of the faculty and administration with a need for this information, on December 7.

On 25 August, an American College Test (ACT) representative presented
information about the COMP (College Outcome Measures Program) to the
Assessment Advisory Committee. Later the committee agreed to pilot the COMP
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with 100 USC seniors to determine the test’s ability to measure five of USC’s eleven
general education goals.

The CSEQ (College Student Experiences Questionnaire), Senior Survey, and focus
groups will be used to assess students’ attitudes about their own mastery of general
education competencies. These multiple measures, as well as the writing
assessment, computer survey, and COMP will be used to report to the CHE in the
1996 Institutional Effectiveness Report. These instruments and methods are being
used for the initial assessment of USC’s general education goals. The assessments
are in their pilot stage and will be refined and revised as needed.

The Assessment Advisory Committee grew in number and breadth of
representation this year. The names of current committee members and their
assignments to sub-committees are included. Also included are the progress reports
from the team leaders of the four sub-committees.

In conclusion, the Assessment Advisory Committee would like to recommend that
the Provost endorse the active involvement of those faculty committees best suited
to address issues identified through the analysis of assessment data. These
committees include, but are not limited to, University Curriculum and New
Courses and Faculty Advisory. The active involvement of the faculty in the use of
assessment results is critical to the success of the university’s assessment efforts.

Sincerely,

Dr. Don Stowe, Chair of the Assessment Advisory Committee
Dr. Phil Moore, Director of Assessment
Lynn Glander, Coordinator of Institutional Effectiveness

ccc  Don Greiner
Carol Garrison
Harry Matthews
The Assessment Advisory Committee
Council of Deans _
Council of Assistant and Associate Deans
Regional campuses’ assessment personnel
Homepage: kudzu@ipr.sc.edu




Assessment Advisory Committee
September, 1995

Sub-committees of the Assessment Advisory Committee:

A. Writing Assessment Sub-committee
Team Leader: Wally Peters 7-7195, Engineering SUM 120 (e-mail: peters@engr.engr.sc.edu)

Sally Boyd 7-8155, Carolina Plaza, 937 Assembly (e-mail: sallyb@rcce.sc.edu)
Bette Levine 803-835-2039, Rt. 1, Box 1385, Roundo, SC 29474 (no e-mail)

Mary Ellen O’Leary 7-4303, Mathematics, LeConte 402 (e-mail: oleary@math.sc.edu)
Susan Pauly 803-285-7471, USC Lancaster (e-mail: ?)

Nancy Thompson 7-4203, English, HUM 316 (e-mail: nancythompson@sc.edu)

Sheila Tombe 50+4158, USC Beaufort (no e-mail)

B. Assessment Feedback (loop-back) Sub-committee
Team Leaders: Barbara Blaney 7-6620, Ofc. Of Registrar, 105 Petigru ( barbarab@regs.admin.sc.edu)
Steve Bishoff ~ 55+3244, USC Sumter (steveb@uscsumter.uscsu.scarolina.edu)

Deborah Cureton 53+7101, USC Lancaster (no e-mail)

Don Greiner 7-2930, Ofc. Of Provost (greiner@oz1.admin.sc.edu)

Edwin “Rudy” Jones 7-6714, Physics & Astronomy (rjones@psc.psc.sc.edu)

Bob Weir 7-5988, History, GAM 218 (weir@hsscls.hssc.sc.edu)

Charles Wilbanks 7-6595, Theater, Speech & Dance, Long Street Theater (no e-mail)

C. Dissemination Sub-committee

Team Leaders: Don Stowe 7-3805, Applied Prof. Sciences, Col 1010C (e-mail: dstowe@sc.edu)
John Logue 55+3245, USC Sumter (johnl@uscsumter.uscsu.sc.edu)

Robert Cuttino 50+4137, USC Beaufort (cuttino-robert@scarolina.edu)

Jeremiah Hackett 7-3734, Philosophy, HUM 608 (N510009@univscum.csd.scarolina.edu)

Audrey Korsgaard 7-5967, Business Admin., BA 757 (korsgaar@darla.badm.sc.edu)

Duane “Luke” Rohlfing 7-3879, Biology, CLS 106 (rohlfing@biol.sc.edu)

Harold Sears 7-6864, USC Union (R701004@univscum.csd.scarolina.edu)

D. Incentives Sub-committee

Team Leader: Paul Fidler 7-4172, Student Affairs, 109 Russell House (p.fidler@sc.edu)
Donald Gore 544-1099, Preston, USC P.O. 83816 (no e-mail)

G.B. Lane : 7-5103, Music, McMaster College (gblane@mozart.sc.edu)

Fred Medway 7-2938, Psychology, BAR 237B (medway@garnet.cla.scarolina.edu)
Jennifer Worthington 544-3880, Preston, USC P.O. 83556 (no e-mail)

Resource Team:
Lynn Glander 7-0072, L.P.A., 1710 College St. (lynn.glander@sc.edu)
Phil Moore ‘ 7-0071, LP.A., 1710 College St. (philmoore@sc.edu)




Sub-committee A - Writing Assessment

Team Leader: Wally Peters 7-7195, Engineering SUM 120 (e-mail: peters@engr.engr.sc.edu)

Sally Boyd 7-8155, Carolina Plaza, 937 Assembly (e-mail: sallyb@rcce.sc.edu)
Bette Levine 803-835-2039, Rt. 1, Box 1385, Roundo, SC 29474 (no e-mail)
Mary Ellen O'Leary 7-4303, Mathematics, LeConte 402 (e-mail: oleary@math.sc.edu)
Susan Pauly 803-285-7471, USC Lancaster (e-mail: ?)
Nancy Thompson 7-4203, English, HUM 316 (e-mail: nancythompson@sc.edu)
Sheila Tombe 50+4158, USC Beaufort (no e-mail)
Progress Report
December 1, 1995

The Writing Assessment Sub-committee used the essays from the sophomore writing
assessment pilot (reported on in the May 15, 1995 interim report to the Provost) to
determine the reliability of the writing assessment tools developed by the sub-committee
using the criteria developed by the entire Assessment Advisory Committee. The results
showed that the holistic scoring method does not provide the inter-rater reliability nor the
specific feedback that the analytical scoring method provides. On the other hand, the
analytical scoring method, while an excellent tool for classroom assessment because it
provides specific feedback to students, was much too complex to be used for institution-
wide assessment of student writing. Consequently, the sub-committee developed a binary
analytical scoring method which incorporates the applicable features of both the holistic
and analytical scoring methods. The sub-committee tested the binary analytical scoring
method. Of the three methods -- holistic, analytical, and binary analytical -- the latter
appears to be the most reliable, as well as a valid measure of USC’s criteria for writing.
Therefore, the binary analytical scoring method will be used to score the freshman essays.

Meanwhile, in the fall of 1995, University 101 instructors and staff worked with the Office
of Institutional Planning and Analysis (IPA) to conduct a freshman writing assessment.
Lynn Glander conducted workshops during the summer to train University 101
instructors on methods of assessing student writing. The instructors asked their students
to write an essay during the first full week of fall classes. The IPA office now has several
hundred freshman essays, representing nearly 70% of the incoming freshmen. The
Provost sent a letter to Dr. Barbara Neilsen, State Superintendent of Education, on
November 15, 1995 asking her to involve high school teachers in the assessment of the
USC freshman essays. We await her response. Regardless of the involvement of high
school teachers, the IPA office plans to conduct an assessment of the freshman essays in
the spring of 1996 and to have the results available by the end of spring semester.

Wally Peters and Lynn Glander are scheduled to conduct a workshop at the Academic
Chairpersons Conference in February, 1996 on this process of assessing written
communication.

NOTE: Nancy Thompson, an English professor, from the Writing Assessment Sub-committee met with the
Assessment Feedback Sub-committee in November. She spoke of efforts to establish Writing Center satellites
in several academic units. This project is called “Writing Across the Disciplines.” The project is intended to
develop strategies for teaching writing mechanics and skills within the context of the disciplines. The
existence of the Writing Across the Disciplines Plan emphasizes the need for the Assessment Advisory
Committee to look for opportunities that already exist for gathering assessment data or that are in the
planning stage. Many programs are currently in place that may offer opportunities for capturing data without
creating new assessment situations. In addition, the Assessment Advisory Committee and the Office of
Institutional Planning and Analysis could provide useful feedback to these programs.




Sub-committee B - Assessment Feedback (loop-back)

Team Leaders: Barbara Blaney 7-6620, Ofc. Of Registrar, 105 Petigru ( barbarab@regs.admin.sc.edu)
Steve Bishoff ~ 55+3244, USC Sumter (steveb@uscsumter.uscsu.scarolina.edu)

Deborah Cureton 53+7101, USC Lancaster (no e-mail)
Don Greiner 7-2930, Ofc. Of Provost (greiner@oz1.admin.sc.edu)
Edwin “Rudy” Jones 7-6714, Physics & Astronomy (rjones@psc.psc.sc.edu)
Bob Weir 7-5988, History, GAM 218 (weir@hsscls.hssc.sc.edu)
Charles Wilbanks 7-6595, Theater, Speech & Dance, Long Street Theater (no e-mail)
Progress Report
December 1, 1995

Last spring the Assessment Feedback Sub-committee wrote a policy describing the
presentation of the results of institution-wide assessments to the faculty and
administration. Simply, this policy states that the assessment results will be reviewed by
the Assessment Committee and sent to the Provost and to the appropriate faculty groups
for recommendations (remedies for problems/deficiencies). During this fall, the
Assessment Feedback Sub-committee examined several issues concerning the specific path
for general education assessment results in an effort to ensure that the faculty groups most
able to address those findings are involved in making recommendations for change.

The sub-committee would like to add the recommendation that subject matter experts in
areas of general education competencies (i.e., oral, written, and electronic communication,
etc.) be involved in responding to assessment results. In addition to its own staff, the
Office of Institutional Planning and Analysis could call upon the faculty, including
members of the Assessment Advisory Committee, to examine assessment data and to
produce drafts of technical summaries to present to the Assessment Advisory Committee,
Academic Deans (all campuses), Curriculum and New Courses Committee, Faculty
Advisory, and Dr. Greiner. The responses of these groups and individuals would then be
added to the report to the Provost.

In conclusion, the sub-committees recommends that the Provost endorse the active
involvement of those faculty committees best suited to address issues identified through
the analysis of assessment data. These faculty committees include, but are not limited to,
University Curriculum and New Courses and Faculty Advisory. The active involvement
of the faculty in the use of assessment results is critical to the success of the university’s
assessment efforts.




Sub-committee C - Dissemination

Team Leaders: Don Stowe 7-3805, Applied Prof. Sciences, Col 1010C (e-mail: dstowe@sc.edu)
John Logue 55+3245, USC Sumter (johnl@uscsumter.uscsu.sc.edu)
Robert Cuttino 50+4137, USC Beaufort (cuttino-robert@scarolina.edu)
Jeremiah Hackett 7-3734, Philosophy, HUM 608 (N510009@univscum.csd.scarolina.edu)
Audrey Korsgaard 7-5967, Business Admin., BA 757 (korsgaar@darla.badm.sc.edu)
Duane “Luke” Rohlfing 7-3879, Biology, CLS 106 (rohlfing@biol.sc.edu) -
Harold Sears 7-6864, USC Union (R701004@univscum.csd.scarolina.edu)
Progress Report
December 1, 1995

The Dissemination Sub-committee made two presentations during Fall ‘95. The first was
to the Steering Committee of the Faculty Senate. This presentation was made at the
invitation of the Provost. More recently, the Dissemination Sub-committee made a
progress report to the Scholastic Standards and Petitions Committee of the Faculty Senate
and to the Faculty Senate. The groups seemed vitally interested in and concerned about
the Assessment Advisory Committee’s activities. They were anxious to have more
concrete information about the committee’s advice to the Provost. Specifically, they
expressed concern about the involvement of the faculty and the faculty governance process
in the assessment process.

Don Stowe tried to assure the groups that the Assessment Advisory Committee is

1) a representative committee and 2) sensitive to the need for faculty involvement and
that the committee’s advice to the Provost would be consistent with that theme. Given
the controversial nature of both general education and assessment, it is important that
there is provost-level approval of the committee’s plans for the feedback mechanism that
involves some constituency of “the faculty” such as University Curriculum and New
Courses and/or Faculty Advisory.

During the spring of 1996, representatives from the Assessment Advisory Committee
would like to visit the Academic Deans and the Curriculum and New Courses Committee
of each c:ollege to discuss our proposed plans for the assessment of general education. It is
the opinion of the committee that this is where the work of the Assessment Advisory
Committee is best discussed at this point. The committee would like to make a progress
report to Faculty Advisory and to keep the University Curriculum and New Courses and
Scholastic Standards and Petitions aware of the committee’s activities.




Sub-committee D - Incentives

Team Leader: Paul Fidler 7-4172, Student Affairs, 109 Russell House (p.fidler@sc.edu)

Donald Gore 544-1099, Preston, USC P.O. 83816 (no e-mail)
G.B. Lane 7-5103, Music, McMaster College (gblane@mozart.sc.edu)
Fred Medway 7-2938, Psychology, BAR 237B (medway@garnet.cla.scarolina.edu)
Jennifer Worthington 544-3880, Preston, USC P.O. 83556 (no e-mail)
Progress Report
December 1, 1995

The Incentives Sub-committee meet recently to discuss ways in which it might encourage
students to participate in general education assessment. In general, the sub-committee was
in agreement that students will be most interested in participating if they are offered a
substantial incentive or inducement for their participation. Although a small number of
students might be willing to participate without such inducements, the feeling of the sub-
committee is that the university is more likely to achieve a representative sample of
students if there's some reasonable recompense for the time and effort they expend for
major testing like ACT/COMP.

The sub-committee offers two plans: one which recognizes that it can provide a sizable
inducement for all students who participate and a second that provides a substantial
incentive for a single winner. With regard to the first proposal, it was suggested that a gift
or voucher in the amount of approximately $50 has sufficient appeal to draw the type of
well-rounded sample we are seeking. Generally the sub-committee favors either a cash
payment or a voucher that would provide credit towards any number of choices in which
the student could choose (e.g., payment for cap and gown, payment of other required fees,
or credit towards a future tuition payment.) Obviously some differentiation would be
required for students who are in their final semester and ready to graduate versus those
who still have another term or two remaining.

Under proposal two, a number of interesting suggestions were made. A sizable cash
stipend $500 to $1,000 would certainly be a prize that would attract a lot of students, but
other interesting ideas were suggested as well. For example, a reserved spot in a parking
garage was suggested by one of our student members; the possibility of receiving a couple
of tickets in a box at the football stadium might also attract a lot of interest.

It was also suggested that the university might want to consider corporate sponsorship for
this project. There may be a number of companies that might be willing to contribute $500
to $1,000 to get their name readily in front of 200 seniors. Although the sub-committee
generally favored associating assessment with the classroom for most assessment efforts,
this might not be possible with large scale testing like ACT/COMP. In such a case, our
student members suggested that if students were perceived as assisting the assessment (e.g.,
ODK students setting up the assessment process in large hall), students might be more
readily interested in taking part as opposed to it being an administration or faculty show.
Such an effort would need to be promoted widely in the Gamecock, perhaps with a story
and pictures to help gain student involvement in the process.

These are just some of the ideas that the Incentives Sub-committee has considered and
feels have some merit.
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Summary of Computer Survey Results
Sample: N=1102 UNIV 101 Freshmen/Fall 1995
Total Number of Freshman Enrolled=2569 (approx.)

1. Do you use a computer? Yes=924 (83.8%) No=178 (16.2%)

It yes, continue with this survey.

If no; dontworry' USC will help you leam: Please answer questlonsg 10,11 & 12
2. Do you own a qomputer? Yes=543 (49.3%) No=559 (50.7%)

If yes, what'-kihd? I A L
* IBM or clone=334 (31.2%) Mac=79 (7.2%) Unix W/S=3 (3’%) Other=137 (12.4%)

#

3. Do you own a modem? Yes=292 (26.5%) No=810 (73.5%) *
4. ‘Do you use the internet? Yes=233 (21.1%) N0=869 (78.9%)

. With what ,opérating system are you familiar?
DOS=440 (39.9%)  Mac=177 (16.1%) Windows=688 (62.4%) = 0S2=11 (1%)
UNIX=6 (.5%) Other=59 (5.43/0) ‘

*

6. Do you use a word processor’? Yes-787 (71. 4%) No=315 (2_‘8‘.5%)
If yes, what kind? AN A A
WordPerfect=546 (49.5%) MicroSoft WORD=276 (25%) Other =109 (9.9%)
7. Do you use a spreadsheet? Yes=277 (25.1%) No0=825 (74.9%)
If yes, what kind? e '
Excel 47 (4.3%) Lotus=166 (15,1%) - Quattro-Pro=26 (2.4%) Paradex=4 (.4%)
Other=35 (3.2%) o G ~
8. Do you use a database? Yes=150 (13.6%) No0=952 (86.4%)
If yes, what kind? '
* Access=18 (1.6%) FoxBase/Pro=2 (.2%) - IMS=8 (.7%) DB2=7 (.6%)
dBASE=68 (6.2%) Other=29 (2.6%)

»

*

9. What would you like to learn about computers? (Responses available upon request) |
10. What is your age? Age 17-19 (96%); Age 18 (78.7%)
11. What is your gender? Female=651 (59.1%) Male=448 (40.7%) Did not answer=3 (.3%)
12. What is your ethnic background?
Aslan=38 (3.4%) Hispanic=13 (1.2%) Native American=29 (2.6%)

African American=217 (19.7%) Caucasian=788 {(71.5%) Other=17 (1.5%)

* Percentages represent the % of total sample.




