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I. Introduction
The assessment subcommittee met six times from September 22 to November 10. The original expectation was that the subcommittee would review and present for consideration best assessment practices in General Education (GenEd) programs. However, it became evident at the first meeting that that goal could not be appropriately pursued because the choice of assessment practices is dependent on the selected purposes of assessment (accountability, value added, program effectiveness, etc.) and on the selected Student Learning Outcomes. Neither the SLOs nor the purposes of assessment have been formulated at this point in the process.

Recommendation:  The subcommittee recommends the FGEAC promptly develop, from the draft learner goals, a set of SLOs, since all assessment directly depends on having measurable learning outcomes.  Further, the FGEAC should provide guidance to the assessment subcommittee relative to the overall purposes of assessing GenEd.  

Lacking the direct purposes of assessment and definitive learning outcomes, the subcommittee decided to work on developing a set of general criteria for effective assessment that could be applied to any set of SLOs and assessment practices that would eventually be chosen. Those criteria are listed in section II. In addition, the subcommittee proposes the following overarching criteria:

· The primary purpose of assessment should be the improvement of students' learning (as recommended for instance in The Art & Science of Assessing General Education Outcomes, A Practical Guide, by A. Leskes and B. D. Wright).

· In accordance with that purpose, the subcommittee also proposes that GenEd at MSU should include formative as well as summative assessment.
· Finally, assessment practices should demonstrate convincing levels of reliability and validity.
In an effort to heed its original mandate, the subcommittee also investigated several assessment practices deemed worthy of consideration and listed in section III.

II. Proposed Assessment Criteria (applicable to any assessment model)
The assessment criteria are summarized in three aspects: aims and scope of the assessment, the development of efficient ways to assess SLO, and the locus of control on specifics of SLO.

Aims and scope of assessment

1. 
Assessment measures should provide rich information on students' learning as well as on programmatic strengths and weaknesses, including the effectiveness of GenEd courses and each faculty teaching those courses. "Rich information" means going beyond assessing whether the SLO goals have been attained within a statistical range. Assessment must lead to a deeper understanding of what parts of the program are not working effectively and the reasons why they may not be satisfactory, so that the GenEd program can in fact be improved. As an illustrative example, if a large percentage of the students performed poorly on an SLO assessment, it would be important to be able to see what GenEd courses those students had taken, when they took them and with which instructors, and what grades they received, and more, so that if a trend exists it would shed light on a specific programmatic weakness.

2. 
Program and course assessment should be ongoing, consistent, and trended over time. Most importantly, assessment should be used in an iterative process to "close the loop." After each assessment iteration, a plan of action should be developed and implemented to pursue a continuous improvement of SLO and programmatic achievements.

3. 
The faculty teaching GenEd courses should assess all the SLOs included in their courses. In addition, we suggest that each semester each GenEd faculty selects one SLO of his/her choice for a more in-depth course assessment to provide the means for a comparison with program assessment of the same SLO. This in-depth assessment should rotate the SLOs over time such that all course SLOs should be critically assessed over a three-year period.
The development of efficient ways to assess SLO

4. 
We recommend a well coordinated pre- and post-testing strategy at the program level, and suggest to explore pre- and post-testing at the course level as well, and whether that can be integrated with the program assessment.

5. 
Evaluating all student learning outcomes at the program level may not be doable. A prioritized set of SLOs could be chosen for assessment. As an example, one or two SLOs would be assessed every year, while the others would be assessed on a rotational basis.
6. 
All first time freshmen should be pre-tested, and then followed individually to the post-test. If assessing the whole freshman class were not doable, then the pre-/post-test sample must still be representative and large enough that robust conclusions can be drawn. Consideration must be given to attrition rates reducing the post-test sample.

7. 
Incoming students should not be assigned to remedial level classes solely as a consequence of their pre-test results. Current or alternative placement methods should be used. This separation will allow the formulation of a test that keeps the focus on GenEd assessment. However, incoming students who score high enough in a pre-test area should be given an option to accelerate the corresponding GenEd course, provided that all incoming students are given the same opportunity (e.g., if all incoming students are tested). All students who take the pre-test should also take the post-test. Students who opt for an accelerated program should participate in the post-test program.
8. 
Incentives should also be given to perform well on the post-test, such as, for instance, appropriate statements of achievement or improvement added to the students' co-curricular transcripts.
9. 
We recommend integrating CPE mandated testing into a broader GenEd assessment methodology.
10. We further recommend the integration of several GenEd skills and/or content areas in single assessment instruments or questions developed for course or program assessment.
The locus of control on specifics of SLO
11. Appropriate resources must be allocated to adequately meet the assessment needs of the GenEd program.

12. We recommend developing in-house program assessment methods internally, as opposed to exclusively using standardized tests. An internal assessment would assure continuity, ownership, and it would be tailored to our specific student learning outcomes. We further recommend that the in-house assessment should assess the most essential SLOs (see # 5) but should be manageable in length, e.g., short essay questions. Depending on the time needed to initially develop the in-house assessment methods, that assessment process could be phased in over a one- or two-year period.
III. Proposed assessment tools
· A powerful contemporary education will develop communication skills, critical thinking, the ability to integrate knowledge, and content knowledge (from "The Art & Science of Assessing General Education Outcomes"). Those objectives would be served by the assessment model proposed by Antonino Carnevali, which can be viewed at http://www.moreheadstate.edu/genedreform/index.aspx?id=36866.   A similar model is implemented at California Polytechnic State University, which uses a locally developed proficiency exam to demonstrate competence in written communication: the two-hour essay exam is designed to assess written communication, analysis, and critical thinking. Carnevali's proposal expands that model to also include oral communication, content knowledge, and formative assessment.
· Following the recommendation of Dr. Terry Rhodes, e-portfolios should be considered for program-level assessment.  The portfolio entries from students would be directed by faculty teaching GenEd classes.  These student entries, already graded by the GenEd faculty, would be reviewed by faculty hired to assess at the program level.  Certain items within the portfolios would be reviewed to ascertain the relative accomplishment of certain SLOs, using standard rubrics. To ensure authenticity of the work submitted, at least some of the pieces included in the portfolio should be executed in the classroom or laboratory, and their origination so labeled to permit comparisons.
· A standardized test should be included as a component of program assessment and it could be used as part of the pre- and post-test strategy. To this end, the CPE mandated test could be adopted, or any other suitable test could be chosen.
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