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General Education Program Review 

General Education Program Review Committee: 

Teresa Cook, College of Business 
Chuck Drake, College of Technology 
John Gray, College of Arts and Sciences 
Susan Hastings-Bishop, College of Education and Human Services 
Paul Kammerdiner, Librarians and Counselors 
Cynthia Konrad, College of Allied Health Sciences 
Rebecca Kowalkoski, Academic Counselors 
Robe11 von der Osten, College of Arts and Sciences, Chair 

Administrator Responsible for General Education Overseeing this Report 

Donald Flickinger, Assistant Vice President of Academic Affairs 

Scope of this Report 

This body was designated to function as the program review committee by Donald 
Flickinger, Assistant Vice President of Academic Affairs. The program review committee 
consists of the members of the University General Education Committee, appointed over time by 
either the Assistant Vice President of Academic Affairs or the Faculty General Education 
Coordinator. 

Since this committee was not jointly appointed by the Academic Senate and the Vice 
President of Academic Affairs to review the outcomes and credit allocation of general education, 
the body fails to meet the approved conditions necessary to make any recommendations for a 
change in either general education outcomes or credit allocation. This program review, therefore, 
was conducted within the constraints of the current general education program. The only 
recommendations this committee are able to make are those that fall within the existing program. 

However, this program review committee does recommend, consistent with the 
commitment established by then Vice President of Academic Affairs Michael Harris, that 
subsequent to the acceptance of this report a task force be formed jointly by the Provost/Vice 
President of Academic Affairs office and the Academic Senate to review the philosophy, the 
general education outcomes, and the credit allocation of general education. Hopefully the data 
contained in this report will provide a useful starting point for such a review. 
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Brief General Education History 

Prior to the Senate Approval of Current General Education Outcomes 

The 1988 and 1992 catalogs include the general education requirements of Ferris State 
University prior to the formation of a general education task force, the review of the 
recommendations of the task force by the Academic Senate, and the implementation of the 
current system of general education requirements. 

General Education Requirements 
Ferris State University believes that all of its graduates should develop the 

knowledge and abilities which enable individuals to function more effectively, 
efficiently, and responsibility as participants in a free society within a global context. 

Students are required to take courses from each of the major areas of study in 
general education. These courses are learning experiences which enhance effective 
communication, critical and logical thought, ethical decision-making, creativity, the use 
of scientific inquiry, computational skills, and a fundamental knowledge of and 
appreciation for our natural, cultural, and social environments. To help all the students 
meet these goals the following requirements must be met by candidates for the several 
degrees. 

Associate Degrees: E H BS NS 
Arts/Science 9 12 12 12* 
Applied Arts 9 12 12 12* 
Applied Science 9 3 3 4 

Baccalaureate Degrees 9 9 9 12* 

E= English, H=Humanities, BS=Behavioral Sciences, NS= Natural Sciences 
*Must include at least one course in laboratory sciences. 

At least 25% of the credit hours, normally required for the associate degree and 
30% of the credit hours normally required for a Baccalaureate degree must be general 
education credits (Ferris Statue University 1988 Catalog). 

The General Task Force and Its Recommendations 

In anticipation of the expectation of the 1987-88 North Central Site Visit, a university 
wide general education task force was formed under the leadership of Sue Hammersmith, the 
Dean of Arts and Sciences. The task force reviewed the available research on general education, 
analyzed ACT and other data on Ferris students, reviewed the stated expectation of employers 
and professional organizations, examined the general education at many other institutions, 
considered the issues of transferability, and evaluated the available general education at Ferris. 

In the early l 990's, the general education task force first recommended a series of 
general education outcomes which were reviewed by the Academic Senate and approved. 
After the outcomes were approved, the task force identified credit allocations for the general 
education program, initially based on the quarter system which was the current system. 

While fairly consistent with the previous system of general education, the new system 
included a 3 credit upper level course in writing or a Writing Intensive Course alternative, a 
required speech course, the requirement of a Math 115 course or higher (or appropriate ACT 
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scores and high school course work), and the reduction of the natural science course credits to 9 
credits. The social awareness requirement included the stipulation of a course at the 300 level or 
higher and the cultural enrichment requirement included a course at the 200 level or higher. 
Global Consciousness was to be satisfied by one 3 credit quarter course that satisfied either 
social awareness or cultural enrichment. With 8 courses to select among, this was considered 
reasonably easy for students to satisfy. Race, Ethnicity, and Gender was expected to be satisfied 
by a social awareness course. The intent of the requirement, in part, was to increase the REG 
content in social awareness courses. In addition, Life Long Leaming and Organizational Skills 
and Reasoning Ability were expected to be developed across the curriculum with no specific 
courses designated to achieve those outcomes. 

The expectation at the time was that students were well served by engaging in their 
program courses from their first semester and that a model that directed all the general education 
courses into the first two years was not appropriate to Ferris' programs. Further, research at that 
time suggested that general education had the most impact if it were distributed across all four 
years of a student's Baccalaureate experience. The credit allocation was reviewed by the 
Academic Senate and implemented by the Vice President of Academic Affairs, Gary Nash. 

Semester Conversion 

The implementation of the general education program was delayed by the conversion 
from a quarter system to semester system in 1993. The general education program was similarly 
adjusted from its quarter system credits to semester system credit allocations. The original 
general education program was based on the flexibility a quarter system provided, where 12 
credits in cultural enrichment allowed students to take a wide variety of courses. The conversion 
to semesters reduced that flexibility. The conversion resulted in the current credit allocation. The 
1995 Ferris State University Catalog for the B.S. reflected our current general education 
requirement with two exceptions. 

Cultural Enrichment: 9 credits 
Choose three courses from at least two different subject areas; no more than 5 

credit hours in music activities or theater activity courses; and one course at the 200 level 
or higher. 

Subsequently, this requirement was changed to remove the stipulation that the courses must 
come from two different subject areas. 
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Social Awareness: 9 credit hours 
Choose three courses in at least two different subject areas, one social awareness 

foundation course, one course dealing with issues of race/ethnicity and/or gender, and 
one course at the 300 level or higher. 

In 2005, the 300 level requirement was decreased to 200 level or higher. 

The Result of the 1995 NCA team report 

The 1995 NCA site visit and report found the changes in general education to be 
inadequate in several areas. 

• There was no general education philosophy statement to direct general education. 
• There was no effective structure for institution-wide implementation, coordination, 

evaluation, or monitoring of general education. 
• Decentralization left implementation up to a number of programs. 
• There was no general education assessment. 
• There were no criteria for selecting courses to meet general education outcomes 
• There was a lack of "campus-wide acceptance of the centrality of general education in 

all academic programs .. 
• There was a concern that many programs elected general education courses to require 

for their students which were viewed as "relevant for their program." The concern was 
that this would result in a general education program that was more "applied" than 
"general." 

• There was also concern about the limited number of general education credits required, 
the identification of general education courses as required courses, and the manner in 
which waivers or substitutions were approved. 

Given these deficiencies, Ferris State University was given three years to remedy these problems 
with the stipulation that there would be a focused site visit on general education after the three 
years. 

In response to the report, the VP AA, Dr. Abebe, appointed a faculty member, incidentally 
serving on the Academic Senate, to serve as General Education Coordinator. The General 
Education Coordinator proposed the current committee structure, including the University 
General Education Committee and the sub-committees for each outcome area. This proposal was 
approved by the Academic Senate and the VP AA. The cunent procedures for the approval of 
courses for general education status and for the revision of general education were also approved 
by the Academic Senate and the VP AA. The general education sub-committees identified 
outcomes for each specific area and criteria that courses need to satisfy to qualify for a particular 
general education status. The outcomes and criteria were approved by the University General 
Education Committee, the University Cuniculum Committee, and the Academic Senate. 
Subsequent to the approval of the criteria, courses were reviewed to reconsider whether or not 
they met the criteria. Some courses outside of the College of Arts and Sciences applied for and 
received general education designation, including WIC, global consciousness, and two cultural 
enrichment courses offered by the College of Technology. The Academic Profiles was selected 
to be the primary normed measure of general education performance and was implemented. 
Other assessment activities took place under the direction of the sub-committees. 
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The 1998 and 2001 NCA Reports 

Subsequent reports found significant progress in general education. While the 1998 focus 
visit found major improvements in general education, it concluded that there was "no general 
support for its centrality" (1998, NCA Focused Team Report). The 1998 report found significant 
enough improvements including the philosophy statement, a wider though limited acceptance of 
general education, implementation of a more consistent system for general education approval, 
the involvement of more faculty in general education governance, workshops on general 
education such as those for WIC, and collaborative discussions with programs about general 
education. There were several other recommendations including: 

• There was a need for better explanation to students of the purpose of general education. 
• There was a need for general education outcomes on general education courses to explain 

how the courses met the general education requirement. 
• There was a need for better training of advisors on the general education requirements. 
• The REG requirement needed to be reviewed to determine how much of the course work 

actually focused on Race, Ethnicity, or Gender. 
The 2001 report substantiated the many positive aspects of the Ferris Assessment Process, 
including the general education procedures, the assessment activities, and the strong support for 
General Education by the VP AA and the College of Arts and Sciences. 
However, there were still some concerns. 

While there has been significant improvement in FSU's General Education 
program, there continues to be inconsistency in administration and expectation across 
departments, particularly in regards to rigorous application of the stated criteria for GE 
courses. The university also needs to resolve differences which exist between its GE 
requirements and those of the Kendall College of Art and Design with which it recently 
(2001) merged (2001, NCA Focused Team Report). 

An effort was made to increase consistency in the application of general education criteria, 
especially by employing the UNG EC as the final arbiter of the curriculum. Similarly, following 
the reports recommendation an eff011 was made to educate the offering departments to employ 
the course criteria to establish whether a course should be proposed for general education status 
and that those course criteria be used consistently in reviewing courses by the sub-committees 
and the UNGEC. No effort has been made to reconcile the Kendall general education 
requirements with those of the rest of the Ferris. Kendall is still understood to be an independent 
entity in its curricula processes and its general education requirements. 
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The Development of REG Criteria 
Initially REG was considered a target component of Social Awareness courses. There 

was no clear criteria for REG. There was also some concern that courses on Women's Literature, 
Black Literature, and other courses that clearly had REG concern were not able to apply for REG 
status. A committee identified criteria for REG which were then approved by the Academic 
Senate. The criteria required 75% of the course to be concerned with REG content. This would 
have the effect of decertifying many courses that have traditionally satisfied this requirement. 
There was some concern raised by the Academic Senate that the decertification of these courses 
would make it difficult for students to fulfill this requirement if there were not sufficient 
alternative courses. In response to this concern, the VP AA placed a freeze on REG, allowing all 
existing REG courses to continue to count for this requirement while new courses could apply 
for REG status under the new criteria. However, since most students satisfy REG by completing 
the Social Awareness foundation requirement, there was not a strong incentive for the 
development of new REG courses. There continue to be two systems for REG. 

The Senate Committee on Reviewing General Education 

In 2002, the Academic Senate forn1ed a committee that reviewed general education to 
make recommendations on changing general education with a draft of a report presented to the 
Senate in July 2003. This committee was not formed by both the Senate and the VPAA together 
and so did not meet the conditions established by the approved general education procedures for 
recommending changes to the general education outcomes or the credit allocation. The policy for 
reviewing general education outcomes and/or credit allocation was established in the 1990's and 
approved by the Academic Senate and the VPAA and is posted on the general education Web 
Page. Part of the reason for this agreement was to create stability for general education. Students 
are not well served by frequent changes. There was a concern on the part of the Senate that the 
VP AA' s office might arbitrarily increase the general education requirements and the VPAA' s 
office was concerned that there would be possibly capricious change to general education based 
on changing Senate populations. The compromise of requiring a committee formulated by both 
the Senate and the VPAA's office made it possible to change general education but required that 
it be a cooperative process. The Senate voted to forward the recommendation of this committee 
to the VP AA. The VP AA established several sub-committees to review the recommendations. 

Based on that review, the VPAA changed the Social Awareness requirement so that it no 
longer required a course at a 300 level or higher. Instead, students were required only to 
complete a course at the 200 level or higher. 

The VP AA' s committee established a freeze on any changes in general education, 
including any changes to the REG requirement, until a later date, preferably to follow a program 
review process that would provide data on the general education program for the review. 
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The BA Program 
In Fall of 2001, A B.A. degree went into effect with the approval of the Arts and Sciences 

Curriculum Committee, U.C.C., the Senate, and the VPAA. The B.A. degree consisted of our 
current general education requirements with additional requirements for the BA: 

• A Foreign Language to the level of the first semester of the second year. 
• 3 additional credits of cultural enrichment. 
• 3 additional credits of social awareness. 
• 6 additional credits of speech communication. 
• 3 additional credits of a natural science. 

These new requirements were listed as general education requirements. It was not clear, 
however, whether these additional requirements were Ferris general education requirements or 
additional degree requirements. Under the assumption that the additional requirements were 
degree rather than general education requirements, the BA requirements were reviewed and 

changed with the approval of the Arts and Sciences Curriculum Committee, the U.C.C., The 
Senate and the VP AA. It was confirmed that students were required to meet the same general 
education requirement as the B.S. degree with the following program requirements: 

• A Foreign Language to the level of the first semester of the second year. 
• 3 additional credits of speech communication. 

The new requirement structure went into effect in the Fall of 2006. 

The Challenge of the Addition of B.A. Programs to General Education 

The addition of B.A. programs has had an important effect to consider in relation to general 
education. First, many upper level courses tend to serve the interests of majors rather than a 
general education population. In the Department of Languages and Literature, LITR 250, a non-
general education course, is required for the upper level literature courses. As the Program 
Review reports on programs such as History and Spanish have demonstrated, there needs to be 
discrete courses specific for students in the program. Further, it seems inconsistent with the 
intent of general education that students in Arts and Sciences majors may count courses in their 
program toward the general education requirement; for example, English B.A.'s may count 
literature courses towards their cultural enrichment. 

There are several possible responses to these challenges. 
• Upper level courses that primarily serve students in a program should remove their 

general education status, with the transferability of similar courses accepted for general 
education status. 

• In the review of general education, an effort may be necessary to establish what courses 
might be more helpful to meet general education needs. 

• A review of general education might consider establishing a principle that prevents 
courses for counting both for general education and for the program. 

• As part of the B.A. requirement, students might be required to take courses outside of 
Arts and Sciences to provide alternative perspectives. 

Program Review and General Education 
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Working with the Program Review Council's review of program review processes for non-
degree programs, general education was included as a non-degree program to undergo program 
review and was scheduled for 2008-2009 review. This report is a culmination of that process. 
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General Education Philosophy Statement 

General Education at Ferris State University 

Ferris State University is dedicated to the ideal of blending career-oriented professional and 
technical education with a solid base of general education. Our general education program 
provides students with the academic skills, analytic ability, and general knowledge 
necessary to flexibly meet the challenges of their personal, civic, and professional lives. 

General education at Ferris accomplishes the following: 

1. It enhances and enriches the skills essential to students' success in every field 
and most areas of their lives. 

2. It provides students with the knowledge that will allow them to adapt to 
change, advance in their careers, and act as informed citizens. 

3. It assists students in gaining a better understanding of themselves. It also 
widens the horizons of their experience by offering them a better 
understanding and appreciation of some of the best of human achievement. 
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Current General Education Requirements for Specific Degrees 
Adapted From the Ferris State University Catalog 

Bachelor of Science (BS), Bachelor of Arts (BA), and Bachelor of Social Work 
(BS) 

Communication Competence: 12 credit hours 
English and Speech communication: 
ENGL 150; ENGL 250 or ENGL 211 

Choose one: 
CINN 105, COMM 121, COMM 221 or COMM 251 

Advanced ENGL, WIC, COMM, complete one of the following options: 
1. ENGL 311, 321, 323, or 325 
2. Two "Writing-Intensive Courses"(WIC) plus one COMM course at the 200 level or 

higher. 
3. Three WIC courses 

Scientific Understanding: 7 credit hours 
Choose two scientific understanding general education approved courses, one with a lab. 

Quantitative Skills: 
Complete one of the following options: 

1. Pass MA TH 115 or higher: 
2. Pass a course proficiency exam for MA TH 115 or higher; or 
3. Submit an ACT math subtest score of 24 or higher + 1 year of high school algebra with a 

grade of C- or better. 

Cultural Enrichment: 9 credit hours 
Choose three cultural enrichment general education approved courses with at least one course at 
the 200 level or higher; no more than 5 credit hours in music activities or theater activities 
courses. 

Social Awareness: 9 credit hours 
Choose three general education approved courses in at least two different subject areas, one 
social awareness foundation course, and one course at the 200 level or higher. 

Global Consciousness 
Each student must complete one course from the global consciousness group that may also count 
toward fulfilling the cultural enrichment or social awareness requirements. 

Global consciousness courses deal specifically with contemporary cultures, languages, 
and societies outside the United States and Canada. 

Race, Ethnicity, and Gender 
Each student must complete one course from the REG group that may also count toward 
fulfilling the cultural enrichment or social awareness requirements. 
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Associate in Arts (AA) 
Associate in Science (AS) 

Communication Competence: 9 credit hours 
English and Speech communication: 
ENGL 150; ENGL 250 or ENGL 211 

Choose one: 
CINN 105, COMM 121, COMM 221 or COMM 251 

Scientific Understanding: 7 credit hours 
Choose two scientific understanding general education approved courses, one with a lab. 

Quantitative Skills: 
_ Complete one of the following options: 

1. Pass MA TH 110 or higher: 
2. Pass a course proficiency exam for MA TH 110 or higher; or 
3. ACT math subtest score of 19 or higher+ 2 year of high school algebra with a grade of 

C- or better. 
4. ACT math subtest score of 22 or higher+ 1 year of high school algebra with a grade of C-

or better. 

Cultural Enrichment: 9 credit hours 
Choose three cultural enrichment general education approved courses with at least one course at 

) the 200 level or higher; no more than 5 credit hours in music activities or theater activities 
courses. 

) 

Social Awareness: 9 credit hours 
Choose three general education approved courses in at least two different subject areas, one 
social awareness foundation course, and one course at the 200 level or higher. 
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Associate in Applied Science (AAS) 

Communication Competence: 6 credit hours 
English and Speech communication: 
ENGL 150; ENGL 250 or ENGL 211 

Scientific Understanding: 3 credit hours 
Choose one scientific understanding general education approved courses, one with a lab. 

Quantitative Skills: 
Complete one of the following options: 

5. Pass MA TH 110 or higher: 
6. Pass a course proficiency exam for MA TH 110 or higher; or 
7. ACT math subtest score of 19 or higher+ 2 year of high school algebra with a grade of 

C- or better. 
8. ACT math subtest score of 22 or higher+ 1 year of high school algebra with a grade of C-

or better. 

Cultural Enrichment: 3 credit hours 
Choose one cultural enrichment general education approved course. 

Social Awareness: 3 credit hours 
Choose one general education approved course. 

Foundation Courses in Social Awareness (F) 

Courses 
ANTH 121 
ANTH 122 
ECON 221 
ECON 222 
GEOG 100 
GEOG 112 
PLSC 121 
PLSC 122 
PSYC 150 
SOCY 121 
SOCY 122 

Introduction to Physical Anthropology 
Introduction to Cultural Anthropology 
Principles of Economics 
Principles of Economics 
Geography of World Regions 
Cultural Geography 
American Government: People and Politics 
American Government 2: Policy Making 
Introduction to Psychology 
Introductory Sociology 
Social Problems 

Credit hours 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
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B. S. General Education Comparison by Universities 
Conducted Fall 2007 

As part of this program review process, the University General Education Committee 
selected universities for comparison that are either a competitor to Ferris State University or an 
equivalent institution with a similar career orientation. A comparison of Ferris State 
University General Education Program with the general education programs from other 
Universities demonstrates that in general Ferris' general education requirements are 
consistent with those of most institutions and has a credit requirement equivalent to other 
institutions. 

Ferris State University requires more writing credits than other universities. Not all 
Universities require an upper level writing requirement and some depend more on WIC courses; 
Ferris State University allows for a WIC option to satisfy the writing requirement, but only a 
small number of programs meet the requirement through WI C's. The original reason for the 
writing requirement at Ferris was the clear weakness in writing skills exhibited by entering 

··students. Research at the time, both internal to Ferris and nationally, demonstrated that writing 
skills did not improve and even suffered regression unless writing instruction and activity 
continued across the years of study. Perhaps fifty percent of the universities reviewed had oral 
communication requirements. Again the initial requirement was based on the available data and 
the recognition that oral communication was an area where entering Ferris students had weaker 
skills. 

Ferris' quantitative skill requirement is consistent with the requirement at other 
institutions. Some other institutions broaden the requirement to include quantitative reasoning 
courses that might include logic; others require specific course work in quantitative skills 
without allowing them to be satisfied by a specific level of competency. 

Most institutions have a very similar science requirement to Ferris except for Central 
Michigan University and Wisconsin-Stout. Some universities require more specific distributions 
of science course. 

All universities have some requirements in cultural studies. Many are more specific in 
the kinds of courses they require; some require six credits of cultural studies and then three 
credits in diversity that are courses in cultural areas. Increased specificity in the requirement 
makes the rationale for the general education courses clearer and more focused, but it makes it 
more difficult for students to schedule and meet the requirements efficiently. The decision 
concerning the cultural enrichment requirement was based on three considerations. First, a 
broader elective requirement allowed students to choose and develop areas of interest, including 
areas of interest related to their program concerns. Second, the broader electives allowed a wider 
array of courses that comprised a university experience to survive, providing a richer university 
community. Final a broader elective system makes it easier for students to schedule so that they 
can complete the requirement. 

Again, Ferris Social Awareness requirement is similar to the requirement at most other 
institutions. Most institutions require courses from at least two different areas. Some universities 
require twelve credits but then require history as a social science requirement, an area we count 
as a cultural enrichment elective. 

Most universities similarly have requirements in Race, Ethnicity, and Gender (usually 
identified as diversity) and Global Awareness. Very few allow the requirements to double count 
with other requirements. Ferris State University decided to allow REG and Global 
Consciousness to double count in order to restrain the number of required general education 
courses since there were already courses in the social awareness and cultural enrichment 
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electives that could fulfill such requirements. Global Consciousness is a requirement that is also 
satisfied by courses in areas such as International Business. 

Other universities require a range of different requirements. Grand Valley State 
University requires three courses tied to a theme of each student's choice, a requirement that 
generates scheduling difficulties. Some universities require courses in health and wellness, some 
require traditional physical fitness courses, some universities require some form of multi-
disciplinary integrative studies, and Wisconsin-Stout requires two credits in technology. 

Ferris State University is not obliged to have the same general education requirements as 
other institutions, but there are advantages to this consistency. First, universities require the same 
kinds of outcomes because those requirements represent the national norm of expectations for 
university graduates. These requirements represent the kinds of understanding and skills that 
have been generally judged to be important to graduates' significant involvement in the larger 
society. It has long been considered important to a democracy to have a citizenry with a shared 
broad based education capable of participating in an informed and reflective manner in the core 
value discourses of the body politic. Such shared general education requirements certainly 

--increase the ability of students to transfer among institutions with less loss of credits. It makes 
certain that Ferris graduates have the experience comparable to other university graduates that 
they will meet in a variety of communities. This does not mean that in the future Ferris State 
University should necessarily retain the current general education structure. Revisions in 
general education, however, need to recognize that the expectation of the Higher Learning 
Commission is that general education requirements be based on clear, measurable 
outcomes that are regularly assessed and that any radical departure from the norm of 
other higher education institutions should have a strong rationale tied to a coherent 
philosophy of general education that recognizes the multiple roles of graduates as citizens 
and members of many different communities. 
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Ferris State Grand Valley Eastern Central 

') Writing lower ENGL 150, WRT 150 ENGL 121 ENGL 101 
level ENGL 250 
Writing upper- 300+ writing or WRT 305 WICs in major ENGL 201 
level 3 WIC or 2 And 

WIC and 1 2 SWS (WIC) 
COMM 

Oral COMM 105 05 CTAS 124 3 Credits in 
communication COMM 121 area 
Quantitative MATH 115, MATH 115 or 1 Quantitative 1 course Math 

117 or equivalent Reasoning 105 or above/ 
equivalent 1 course Math Course Or equivalent 

Sciences 3 credits 
Quantitative/ 
Mathematical 
Sciences 

Science 7 credits at least 1 course 2 courses 3+ 1 credit Lab 
course 1 lab Physical Sci. natural sciences Science 

1 course Life different 
Sci. (I a lab) disciplines 

Culture 9 credits, one 1 course Arts 2 courses in 3 credits 
course 200 1 course Arts (different Human Events 
level+ Philosophy and disciplines) 3 credits Arts 

) Literature 2 courses in 
1 Course Humanities 
Historical (different 
perspectives disciplines) 

Social Science 9 credits, 1 2 courses from 2 courses from 3 credits social 
foundation, one two disciplines different sciences; 
200 level+, two disciplines 3 credits social 
areas structures 

Global At least 1 1 course World 1 course Global 3 credits Global 
course Perspective (no Awareness (no Cultures (no 
(overlap) overlap) overlap) overlap) 

REG At least 1 1 course United 1 course United 3 credits 
course States Diversity States Diversity Racism and 
(overlap) (no overlap) (no overlap) Cultural 

Diversity in US 
(no overlap) 

Other 3 courses in a Targeted 3 credits 
general learning beyond Integrative & 
education classroom Area Studies 
theme 

) 
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Ferris State Saginaw Michigan Tech Wisconsin-
Valley Stout 

Writing lower ENGL 150, 3 credits of UN 1001 3 Cr ENGi 101, 
level ENGL 250 select course ENGL 102 
Writing upper- 300+ writing or UN 2001 3 Cr 
level 3 WIC or 2 Sophmore Yr 

WIC and 1 
COMM 

Oral COMM 105 05 3 credits oral SPCOM 100 
communication COMM 121 
Quantitative MATH 115, 4 credits Science and 6 credits 

117 or required Math quantitative 
equivalent Combined 16 reason mg 

credits 
Science 7 credits at least 7 credits at least See above 4 credits with 

course 1 lab 1 lab course lab 
Culture 9 credits, one 3 credits 15 credits 9 credits 

course 200 Literature distributed 
level+ 3 credits Arts mostly cultural 

3 credits and social 
Historical and science 
Philosophical (see above) 
Issues 

Social Science 9 credits, 1 3 credits social UN 2002 3 Cr 9 credits 

) foundation, one sciences Sophmore Yr 
200 level+, two 3 credit social 
areas instituions 

Global At least 1 3 credits UN 1002 4 Cr 
course; can International (no overlap\211

d 

satisfy other Systems (no semester 1st yr 
gened overlap) 

REG At least 1 
course; can 
satisfy other 
gened 

Other 3 semesters co- 2 credits health 
curricular and physical 
(physical education 
education) 

Other 2 credits 
technology 
0-6 credits 
electives from 
above 
categories 

) 
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Ferris State Appalachian Frostburg Arkansas 
State U. 44 State Tech 
semester hours University 40 

credit min 
Writing lower ENGL 150, ENG IOOOW ENGL 3 Cr ENGL 6 CR 
level ENGL 250 ENG llOW 
Writing upper- 300+ writing 4 additional W ENGL 3 CR 
level or 3 WIC or2 courses, two must 

WIC and 1 be in major 
COMM Certified CPC in 

the major 
Oral COMM 105 1 S (speaking 
communication or COMM course) in major 

121 
Quantitative MATH 115, 4 credits required Math 3-4 Math 3 CR 

117 or Plus 2 numerical credits 
equivalent data courses 

2 c computer 
courses 

Science 7 credits at 8 hours of same 7-8 credits 8 credits with 
least course 1 science from two areas lab 
lab at least one lab 

Culture 9 credits, one Humanities 12 3 credits Fine 3 Cr Fine Arts 
course 200 credits; one req. and 3 Cr 

) level+ from literature; one Performing Humanities 
req. from fine arts. Arts 6 credits 

Humanities 
from two 
different areas. 

Social Science 9 credits, 1 12 credits social 6 credits from 12 credits 
foundation, sciences two areas 3 Cr required 
one 200 HIST 1101 and from U.S. 
level+, two HIST 1102 req History or 
areas Two additional American 

courses from two Government 
different areas 9 Cr from 

selection 

Global At least 1 2 Multi cultural 
course; can marked course 
satisfy other 
gened 

REG At least 1 See above 3 credits 
course; can Identity and 
satisfy other Difference-
gened only double 

) count for 
Major 
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Other 

Other 

2 credits Physical 6 credits from 
Activities/Wellness two FSU 

Colloquium-
upper level 

1 CD course 

2 credits 
Physical 
Activities 

B.A.'s at most institutions consist of the general education requirement for the institution 
with the additional requirement of either three or four semesters of a foreign language. 
This is consistent with the current requirement for the B.A. at Ferris State University. 

Ferris State University and MACRAO 

The MACRAO Transfer Agreement was established to facilitate the ability of students to 
transfer up to 30 semester credits from community colleges to baccalaureate universities by 
providing some standard expectation for general education through the two hundred level for 

· students taking courses at a community college. However, most senior institutions, including 
Ferris State University, have some limitations, exceptions, or provisions on the MACRAO 
agreement. 

The 30 credit hours of course work required for MACRAO includes the following: 
6 credits hours in English Composition 
8 credit hours in Science and Math 
8 credit hours in Social Sciences 
8 credit hours in Humanities (MACRAO and the MACRAO Tramfer Agreement: The 
Michigan College Studnets' Guide.for Transfer o.fGeneral Education Credits within the 
State of Michigan) 

A review of most community college catalogs shows that most community college humanities 
and social science courses are 3 credits so that most students will complete 9 credits in the social 
sciences and humanities in completing the MACRAO. 

Students transferring to Ferris with MACRAO have satisfied all areas of general 
education except the upper level writing requirement which they must still meet. 

While a few universities such as Lake Superior State University accept MACRAO as 
satisfying their general education requirements, most universities have additional requirements. 
Grand Valley State University has a discrete general education foundations requirement satisfied 
by MACRAO. In addition to the MACRAO transfer students have to meet the Math proficiency, 
complete the Junior writing requirement, one SWS class, two cultural diversity classes, and three 
theme classes. 

Ferris State University should make it easy to transfer without violating our own general 
education requirements. Since we are competitive in our acceptance of MACRAO, we should 
make use of that fact and create few additional barriers. Some programs may have specific 
program expectations such as PSYCH 150. If those are truly general education requirements, 
they are met by MACRAO. If they are program requirements, they should be clearly identified 
as such to avoid confusion. 

Some have an indicated a concern that MACRAO allows community college students 
who have met MACRAO would not have to complete global consciousness and REG. The 
purpose of MACRAO was to facilitate transfer of students into universities where general 
education programs differ. Ferris benefits by honoring this agreement and making it easy for 
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students to transfer to Ferris, a growing part of Ferris' student population. This does not place 
Ferris students at a disadvantage who are able to complete global consciousness and REG in the 
process of meeting the social awareness and cultural enrichment requirements. 
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General Education Material Conditions 

General Education Generates Greater Revenue than Cost 

General education courses are cost effective for the university, generating greater 
revenues from tuition than the costs incurred by the delivery of the courses. This is in part a 
result of larger class sizes, the use of adjuncts in some general education areas, and the lower 
costs in technology and energy to deliver the courses. The following data, provided by 
Institutional Research, show the long term revenue enhancing role of general education. 
However, since the program cost has not been up-dated since 2003-2004, the data on the last 
three year are not accurate. However, that does not meet that there has been a decrease in profits 
since the increase in the number of adjuncts, the introduction of new faculty, and larger sections 
might have decreased the costs. 

General Education Tuition Revenue, Delivery Costs, and Profit (Institutional Research) 
AVG TOT 

DELIVERY DELIVERY PROFIT 
ACADEMIC_ YEAR SCH TUITION COST/SCH COST/SCH (tuition-cost) 

2002-03 70,409.00 15, 745,256.00 153.44 10,803,556.96 4,941,699.04 

2003-04 74,736.00 16,608,400.00 158.04 11,811,277.44 4,797,122.56 

2004-05 77,331.00 17,427,982.00 158.04 12,221,391.24 5,206,590.76 

2005-06 79,161.00 17 ,809,626.00 158.04 12,510,604.44 5,299,021.56 

2006-07 76,973.00 16,953,017.00 158.04 12, 164,812.92 4, 788,204.08 

2003-2004 most recent Degree Program Cost report available. 

Students in Programs Off-Campus Take Most General Education Courses at Other 
Institutions (Institutional Researcy) 

Academic Year 

2002-2003 
2003-2004 
2004-2005 
2005-2006 
2006-2007 

Number of Courses 
Provided by Ferris 

1,229 
1,462 
1,324 
1,041 

976 

Transferred General 
Education 

3,591 
5,250 
5,883 
7,195 
3,939 
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Facilities 

Department Heads with responsibility for general education areas were surveyed to 
determine the ability of the facilities to provide quality general education. 

The recent renovation of the IRC space has made available classroom space well suited 
for courses in the visual arts, art history, popular culture, and other courses that have a strong 
visual component. 

In general, there were no indicated concerns about the available facilities. Classroom and 
lab space seem to be appropriate. 

According to some faculty, there is a concern related to the Theater program and general 
education theater courses. The current facility is not adequate for courses like THTR 219 
Stagecraft, because it is in an area that is in competition with other uses. The performance space 
in Williams Auditorium is not ideal for theater performances and their related courses . 

.. Library 
The library facilities and holdings are currently adequate to meet the needs of general 

education. 

Faculty 
While the majority of courses are taught by faculty in the College of Arts and Sciences, 

general education courses are taught also by faculty in the College of Technology and in the 
College of Business as well. It is difficult to determine the exact number of faculty who teach 
general education courses since it includes adjuncts, visiting professors, and faculty who may 
teach only one general education course with the rest of their course in their major. Many 
courses count toward general education and also serve as part of a program, such as science 
courses for an Allied Health Science major. Certainly, it would be reasonable to consider 200 or 
more faculty across the institution as involved in delivering general education. Most of those 
faculty members have terminal degrees in the area that they are teaching. Most of the faculty 
teaching general education are involved in research and professional activities related to their 
area of instruction. Many of the vita for the faculty responsible for general education are 
available and have been forwarded to the chair of the Chair of the Program Review Council. 
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General Education Procedures 

The Position of General Education Coordinator 

Originally, the position of general education coordinator and the chair of the University 
General Education Committee were the same and were held by a faculty member to insure 
faculty governance of general education. 

In 2004, the VPAA's office made the Assistant Vice President of Academic Affairs also 
the general education coordinator without consultation with the Academic Senate, removing the 
role from the faculty. 

The general education coordinator originally, working with the VPAA's office, had 
responsibility for Chairing the UNGEC, overseeing general education assessment, answering 
questions about Ferris' general education program, insuring compliance with that general 
education program, building support for general education across the campus, consulting with 
the VPAA's office and programs on matters of waivers and exceptions, and working to solve 

- problems with the delivery of general education. 
Shifting the responsibility of general education coordinator to the Associate VP AA and 

leaving a faculty member as chair of the UNG EC leaves the respective duties unclear, leaves an 
often overburdened VP AA office without a consistent focus on general education, and reduces 
faculty governance in relationship to general education. It does provide the authority of the 
VP AA in solving issues such as articulation agreements, scheduling, and compliance. These 
matters, however, were effectively solved in the past by fruitful collaboration between the 
general education coordinator and the Associate VP AA. 

Application for General Education Status for Courses 

Currently courses apply for general education status at the same time as they apply through the 
standard curriculum process to be approved by courses. 

• Courses are submitted to the Chair of the University General Education Committee. The 
submission needs to include a detailed syllabus (which may be a part of Form E), 
Curriculum Forms A, E, F, and G, and a statement for each general education status 
being required of how the course meets the course requirement for the general education 
status requested. 

• The Chair logs in the request into a general education status log. 
• The relevant material for the course is forwarded to the chair(s) of the appropriate sub-

committee with responsibility for that area of general education. 
• If the sub-committee denies the course the requested general education status, the course 

is returned to the originator and the Chair of the UNGEC is informed. If the course is 
approved for general education status, the Chair of the UNG EC forwards the course to 
the members of the UNGEC. 

• If the UNGEC does not approve the course for general education status, the originator 
has an opportunity to discuss the course with the committee. The decision of the 
committee is final. If the UNG EC approves the course, The Chair of the UNG EC 
forwards the results and a electronically signed copy of Form G to the Associate VPAA 
responsible for general education and the Chair of the University Curriculum Committee. 
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• The VPAA's office is responsible for forwarding the approval to the Registrar's office 
and making certain that the general education status is posted on the Web listing of 
general education courses. 

There are several problems with the above procedures. 
• A few faculty in the College of Arts and Sciences and other Colleges have indicated that 

sub-committees can develop an unfair bias for which there is no appeal. Courses may be 
rejected for general education status because it falls outside of the discipline of most of 
the members of the sub-committee, even if the course is perceived by the originator as 
meeting most of the general education criteria. 

• It can take up to six weeks to get a course approved for general education status if a sub-
committee is unable to meet promptly. 

• Applicants are not always clear about what is expected in an application for general 
education status. 

• There is no tracking system so often only the chair of the UNG EC knows the location 
and status of proposals. 

• Once approved and forwarded to the VP AA, general education updates to the Web 
course listing or to the electronic catalog may not take place or may take a long time. 

• Banner course listings may not always show the general education status of a course. 

Some solutions for the above problems need to be implemented. 
• An appeals process needs to be approved by the Academic Senate. Applicants who 

believe they have been unfairly rejected and who cannot reach a reasonable 
accommodation with the sub-committee in question should be able to make an appeal to 
the chair of the UNG EC that specifies why the UNG EC should consider an appeal, a 
detailed account of the review to date, an answer to the sub-committees rationale for 
rejecting the course for general education status, and a more complete explanation of 
how the course meets the general education criteria. If the chair believes that the appeal 
is merited, he or she should bring the appeal and all the relevant course material to the 
UNGEC. If 75% of the UNGEC approve the course for general education status, the 
course is approved and the decision of the sub-committee is over-turned. 

• The use of electronic forums by the sub-committees and the UNG EC should be 
employed to reduce the approval time with face-to-face meetings only necessary for 
courses that do not clearly meet the criteria. 

• A public tracking system should be put into place that requires signatures and dates for 
each action taken, including the action of posting the course status to the Web listing and 
electronic catalog. 

• The Associate VP AA should work with the Registrar's office to make ce1iain that the 
general education status of all courses are shown appropriately by Banner. 

Experimental Courses, Study Abroad Courses, and Independent Studies 

Experimental courses, study abroad courses, and independent study courses pose unique 
challenges. 

• Rather than following the standard curriculum process, such courses are approved only 
administratively but still must go through the general education approval process if the 
courses are to receive general education status. 
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• Often the course originators seem unaware of the necessary step to receive general 
education status. Sometimes a course has requested general education status after the 
course has already been offered or after students have been enrolled in the course. 

• The application material is often less complete and less well organized than that provided 
by courses that need to meet the standard curriculum requirements. In the case of study 
abroad courses the application material may not be complete or match the material in the 
actual study abroad proposal. 

• Independent study courses where there are suitable general education electives does not 
offer the kinds of exchanges among students from differing backgrounds which is part of 
the character of a general education curriculum. 

These problems can be solved. 
• Department Heads/Chairs should be responsible for making certain experimental courses 

and study abroad courses are forwarded to the chair of the UNGEC as soon as the course 
is initiated and also insure that the applications are complete. 

• To avoid conflict and duplication, the entire study abroad proposal, including the required 
complete syllabus, as well as the required rationale of how the course meets the criteria 
for general education status should be forwarded to the chair of the UNG EC as soon as 
the study abroad course is approved by the Dean's office. 

• There are few applications for general education status for independent study courses. 
Such applications need to continue to be discouraged. 

Honors 

Most experimental courses are generated for the Honors Program which requires students to take 
a select number of honors specific general education courses. The UNG EC has had significant 
concerns about these courses and the processes followed in their approval. 

• Consistent with the above, many of the course proposals for honors courses have come 
after students have enrolled in the course or even after students have taken the course. 

• The members of the committee have often been concerned by the fairly poor quality of 
some of the proposals, proposals that did not have to receive the full scrutiny of the 
university curriculum process. Several times members of the UNG EC felt pressured to 
grant general education status to courses that most of the committee did not believe 
merited approval as a course. 

• Honors courses are mostly courses that have been approved exclusively by administrative 
review only. 

While this program review process has no authority over the Honors Program, the following 
actions seem reasonable from the context of a review of general education. 

• The Honors Program would be best served by a coherent curriculum of general 
education courses that meet a specific goal or philosophy of the Honor's program for 
selecting such courses. These courses should not be experimental courses but established 
courses, even if some of the courses are established and regularly offered only for 
Honors students. 

• Department Heads have made progress in making certain that experimental courses 
request general education status in a timely manner. They should continue to do so. 
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• If honors courses are to continue to be approved as experimental review, the 
administration should be encouraged to hold the courses to the same or higher standards 
than they would apply to standard course proposals. The UNGEC should send a letter of 
concern to the Dean of any College that submits a proposal that clearly lacks academic 
quality. 

Compliance to General Education Requirements 

An audit of the compliance of randomly selected graduates to the general education 
requirements conducted by the VP AA' s office with a sample of students selected by Institutional 
Research shows that there is a high rate of compliance. In those rare instances where students 
have not completed the general education requirements it seems clearly to be result of a mistake 
than any systemic problem. The details of the audit follow. 
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i. Audit 2007 . . . 

h .. r <:oftege Degree Major/Program Approve Gen Ed issue missing ·. 
.. 

ALLIED HEALTH AAS Radiography Yes . 
BUSINESS BS Business Admin. Yes 

!BUSINESS BS Graphic Design \Yes I I ' 
JTECHNOLOGY IAAS jAutomotive Service Tech jYes 

:ALLIED HEALTH \AAS \Nursing jYes 

TECHNOLOGY jAAs !surveying Technology !Yes 

!ALLIED HEALTH !AAS jMedical Record Tech JYes 

lTECHNOLOGY jAAS Surveying Technology IYes 

;ALLIED HEALTH jAAS ·Radiography !Yes 

!ALLIED HEALTH !AAS ·Diagnostic Medical Yes 
t Sonography 
iEDHS 
l 

IAA jPre-Criminal Justice jYes 

iEDHS jAA JPre-Criminal Justice JYes 
'"~~Y<O 

IEDHS jAA jPre-Criminal Justice res i 
iEDHS jAA jPre-Criminal Justice jYes I .. 
IEDHS IAA. jPre-Criminal Justice jYes 

TECHNOLOGY !AAS jsurveying Technology jYes 

\ALLIED HEALTH . jAAs !Radiography !Yes 

]TECHNOLOGY !AAS !Plastics Technology jYes 
IALLIEDHEAUH ]AAS j~ij_e_d-ic-al_R_e_c_or-d~~~~,Y-e-s~~j~~~~,~~~~~~~~ 

. · . Technology 
rR-fs&scl·E_N_c .. Es ___ ... _lMs_ .............. r~~~~~enta1 .. Ho.rti.cu1tu.ie --lves..... ..l ....................... -- l:::::: .. -:-~:::::::: .. :::::::::: ........... -~ ................ -............. _ -· 
FfE"cH_N_oL6<3-v .... ___ .............. _Tt\J\s·· ·Tl\·Li·ic;rr;·c;iive .. se~·i-c·e--f·e·c·il:· lv·es ........................ . 
frE:c.H"N-oL:c5Gv_ .............. _ ........ 'f/\As ·i:i\.uio.maii~e·sc;ciy- ... ···· 1ve8 r·- ...... · .... T... .. ......... . 
FfEcHN-o"LoGv-·-.................... lAAs ........... l~~~~;n·9 .... cc;n5iiuct·10·n ................. lves ....... ·r........ . ........ l ........... . 
!TECHNOLOGY jAAs jPlastics Technology JYes J I 
ALLIED HEAL TH AAS . Medical Record . jYes J 

Technology 
.~ff~EC~H~NO~LO~G-Y~~~~,AA~S~~JA.utomo-t-iv_e_S_e_rv-ic_e_T_e--ch-.~JY_e_s~~,~~~--~~~~~~_____, 

:TECHNOLOGY jBs jPlastics Engineering Tech [Yes 
--·-

.BUSINESS jBs JBusiness Administration jYes 

TECHNOLOGY IBS Electr Electronics Engr )Yes I Tech 
!TECHNOLOGY JAAS jHVACR Technology jYes . 
TECHNOLOGY IAAS Printing-Digital Graphic !Yes l I J 

~-~' " 
I magi 

;BUSINESS .BS Business Administration !Yes I I 
!ARTS & SCIENCES !AAS Jl~dustrial Chemistry Tech JYes I I ,VA•V --- . 
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L.'::?' . , .· · Co~l~,•·· 

IARTS & SCIENCES 

!ARTS & SCIENCES 

!ARTS & SCIENCES 

iARTS & SCIENCES 
! 

)PROF. & 
!TECHNOLOGICAL 
:sTUDIES 
!BUSINESS 

'BUSINESS 

!BUSINESS 
! 

_;BUSINESS 

!BUSINESS 
~ " 

:BUSINESS 
... ,_,, ,_, - --

iBUSINESS 

:BUSINESS 
' IBUSINESS 
! 

jTECHNOLOGY 

JED HS 

'EDHS 
c ~ o"'wc' 

!ALLIED HEAL TH 

_ARTS & SCIENCES 

'ARTS & SCIENCES . 
!ARTS & SCIENCES 

1EDHS 
1EDHS 

!TECHNOLOGY 
~ '' ' 

!ALLIED HEAL TH 

.· ' Audit2007 
Degree Major/Program Approve 
,·. 

AS Pre-Science Yes 

IAS Pre-Science IYes 

BA Chemistry Yes 

jBA jBiochemistry jYes 

BAS Digital Animation-Game ·~1 
Design / • 

IBs !Business Administration jYes 

JBs 

IBs jM~rketing-Prof Golf Mgmt. jYes 

jMarketing-Prof Golf Mgmt. jYes 

BS ·small 'Yes 
Busn/Entrepreneurship 

jBs !Business Administration !Yes 

jBs jMarketing-Prof Golf Mgmt. jYes 

BS Marketing-Prof Golf Mgmt. Yes 

BS Human Resource Mgmt. !Yes 

JBS /Yes I 
Small 
Busn/Entrepreneurship 

.,BS IElectr Electronics Engr- !Yes j 
Te~ , 

jBs jElementary Education !Yes 

jBs jcriminal Justice Yes 

JBs jEnvir Health-Safety Mgmt Yes 
; 

jBs jPsychology !Yes 

jBs jPsychology jYes I 
jBs jTech-Prof Communication jYes 

jBs Jcriminal Justice !Yes 

jBs . !criminal Justice fYes 
BS Automotive Heavy Equip /Yes I Mgmt. 
BS Bachelor of Nursing Yes 

1ARTS.& SCIENCES .. ,BSW 

Gen Ed 
missing 

~Xw......J....fil~~-~vwwwu_v,,-~--~< ,-,~~- . js_°-~i~l-~~~k 
,"' ,,, '"~- "~"""" ·-- 1~.:s. 

A""=" '" '"' ,,_, ''"''~~ 

' 
issue I 

j 

: 
' 
' 

I 
' 

' 
.. A' ,vumv -~~-~ wc~u "''"''~'-"'"'"''"'-"' 
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Audit2007 
. College Degree Major/Program 

ARTS & SCIENCES BSW Social Work [Yes 

·Gen Ed 
miss in issue 

··- T·-········--·······-·······---·-.......... -·-··-··"···· --1 

········-·r··-······-········-····-·-·······---····················-, 

I 
- TECHNOLOGY IBS !construction ManagementjYes j 

TECHNOLOGY IBS IHVACR Technology . !Yes 
J~T-E_C_H_N_O_L_O_G_Y---·~ Welding Engineering /Yes 

I Technology 
TECHNOLOGY 

Tech 

J

BS Mechanical Engineering /Yes -..........r--~-......------~-......; 
Tech 

TECHNOLOGY 

BS Automotive Engineering /Yes 

:·E-D"Hs································-······ ·· ·1ss··---·······-··-rc;:1·ni1naiJ"Li.s"t"ice···--···· ·- · -·Ives ·----r········· ·-······--··-··r·--····--················------·· · ····-······-···-·········--··· 

£.o.Hs··--··-···-······---··········-············-·········"[ss·············1crimina1 Justice es ········-······r··-·························-·r··-············-·-············-··-··--········-···-······················: 

·E:·oHs ································ ·························-··-··lss················-·-rMaiil.emaiicsE"CiLica.iian·--····-rves·············--·······1··························-··-············-r--····-·····-··· · -··-····--············-····-··-·····-·······-··-····-······· 

;ED"Hs·-- "[s·s······· -·······TEiementary Education es .... ······-·r· ················----···T··················-·········-·-............................................. .. 

:EoH·s··-·--········-·--···· · - -· ··-·r9·5······-·-fE1e.meniary .. Eciucatian --········~e;;-· -·····T· ··-·-········-··· ·r··--····· ··- ··········· ··· ····- ·-··--······· 
·r·EC"H .. NoLoG·v··········-··············-·····"fss···········-rs·Li·r1·ey"i°n.9E·r;9;r;·ee-ri"ri·9··-···········Ties················-···1 ················T···-······ ······························-···-····--···················-············-···-

'TEcHNoLoGY ~Computer Networks & /Yes j 
I Systems 

TE·c·HN·acoGv·· -······rss ···-·-Jt~-~~n~~~~9inee·r;·r;9-- ·· lYe·;;····-···· ··-l ··-······r··-·····-·· · ·········-·········-··-····--··· 

!BS [Hv-A~C-R_E_n_g-in-e-er~in-g~T-e-ch.........,.....IY_e_s---+--j--_,_,J,.............._~-~---' :TECHNOLOGY 
BUSINESS BS Graphic Design JYes J I 
\EDHS JBS jElementary Education !Yes I I 
~iE_D_H_S-~----·r-IB_S __ J'Elementary Education JYes j J 

OPTOMETRY 
1EDHS 

TECHNOLOGY 

\EDHS 

JBS !vision Science JYes I 
!BS JElementary Education JYes I j 

BS Computer Networks & JYes / j 
Systems 

BS jElementary Education /Yes I I 
TECHNOLOGY BS Printing Management Yes 

EDHS JBS JElementary Education 
~A_L_L~IE_D_H_E_A_L_T_H---•~-S--Medical Technology 

/Yes 
Yes 
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Audit 2007 
College Degree Major/Program 

ARTS & SCIENCES BS Applied Biology 

Gen Ed 
miss in issue 

~rH_e_a-lth-C~ar_e_S_y_s-te_m_s~~rY-e-s~--r-~~~-r--~~~~~~~-

1 Admin 
ALLIED HEAL TH 

;;;~i~~~~;.;;~~~-~; ~- _,l ...... ································-···-··--·-····--·············· 
'E:o.Hs--···-·····-··--··-·-····-·-········-··········ls·s-···-·········-·1E:1e·;n·entary-Eciucai"f0·11·····-·········1ve·;;--·-· ·-···r·-···-·--·-···········T··---·············-··-···- -··········----
'TEcHNoLo"Gv···--········-··----19·5··-·····---··lF>r-0·a-uci···D"e·;;;9·;i-"E·119r-Tech es ····--·-···---········-··--·········· 

iALL-i"i~-c;····H-EAL°fH-·-····---········-····-r0s··-·····-·-1~~~-~~··c-ar:e-···s-ysiems·········-············-1ve·;;···· · ·····r······-········-············-·········1 ··········-··--··---················---
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Global Consciousness 

General Education Outcomes and Criteria: 

Global Consciousness Outcomes Criteria 

In an increasingly interdependent world and global economy, graduates should be able to 
demonstrate a working knowledge of the world, its diverse cultures, and the geographic, 
economic, cultural and historical relationships among nations and peoples. 

Ferris graduates should have increased their ability or capacity to: 

• identify various regions, features or countries other than North America; 
• describe distinctive geographic, economic, cultural, linguistic, or historical features of 

a region, culture, or society other than North America; 
• articulate geographic, economic, cultural, linguistic and/or historical relationships 

among diverse nations and peoples; 
• comment accurately about current events in at least one country or region other 

than North America; 
• describe a method for developing an understanding of geographic, economic, 

cultural, linguistic, and/or historical contexts of a country or region anywhere in the 
world; 

And, 

• Ferris graduates should develop a more positive perspective and understanding of 
the importance of global consciousness. 

Global Consciousness Course Criteria 

For a course to be designated as fulfilling the global consciousness requirement, it shall be 
specifically focused on the realization of the global consciousness outcome. 

The course must meet the following criteria: 

1. At least 50 percent of the course content must address one or more of the following 
areas of study concerning a region(s) or country(ies) outside North America (United 
States and Canada): Geography, Economics, Language(s), Culture(s), History. 

2. The course must provide the students with an understanding of the cultural context 
of the region(s) and area(s) of study. The course must provide the students with an 
understanding of contemporary cultures outside the United States and Canada. 
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Assessment 

Global Consciousness Assessment Results 
Study Conducted by the Global Consciousness Committee 

Report prepared by Robert von der Osten 
June 6, 2006 

At the end of Winter semester 2006, a global consciousness outcomes assessment 
questionnaire was distributed to all courses that semester designated as global consciousness. 
59.7% of the sections had their students complete the questionnaire and returned those results to 
the global consciousness committee. Of those returned, 64. 7% were from courses with a foreign 
language prefix. The lowest rate of compliance was from Humanities with only 1 out of 7 (14%) 
returning the survey. This is a special concern since it is not clear whether courses such as 
Popular Culture consistently focus adequately on global issues consistent with the global 
consciousness designator for the course. Geography was not far behind with only 2 out of 8 
sections (25%) participating. Similarly inn History, only 1 out of 4 sections (25%) participated. 
The Social Sciences, including anthropology, sociology and political science, had only a 2 in 6 
(33.3%) participation rate. In Business, by comparison 2 out of 3 sections (66.7%) participated. 
Literature had a 2 for 2 (100%) participation rate. Foreign languages had a 22 out of 24 (91.7%) 
participation rate. 

The completion rates are significant for two reasons. First, the higher percentage of 
results from foreign languages which may be distinct in how they meet the global consciousness 
is likely to have skewed the results. 

Second, it is problematic that there are areas where there are low rates of returns when 
there could be potential challenges to the global consciousness focus of the courses in question. I 
would strongly suggest that the Global Consciousness Committee and the University General 
Education Committee, both receiving copies of this report, consider making it a mandatory 
condition for retaining general education status that a course participate in general education 
assessment. If a course fails to comply with the first round of general education assessment, the 
faculty member and department head should be notified; a second failure or refusal to participate 
should result in the loss of the general education designator for the course in question, following 
a period for appeal. 

Of the respondents, 22.4% were freshman, 21.3% sophomores, 24.2%juniors, and 27.3% 
were semors. 

Results: 

Students have a strong respect for the importance of the understanding of foreign 
cultures. 75.8 percent (mean of 4.0 on a 5 point scale) of the respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed that an understanding offoreign cultures is important in order for me to be an active 
citizen in today's global economy. A robust 35.8% strongly agreed with that statement. Only 
5.7% disagreed or strongly disagreed on the importance of understanding a foreign culture. 
Similarly 77.9% (mean of 4.0) agreed that learning aboutforeign cultures gives me a greater 
insight into human relations both home and abroad 

Students seem uncertain about their knowledge of foreign cultures and are more 
positive about that knowledge than one might anticipate. Students had a mean of 3.0, neutral, 
on whether my knowledge about this country or world region and its people was very limited 
before taking this course. Only 29.9% of the students agreed with this statement, while 32.6% of 

36 



) 

) 

the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. These results could be 
skewed because of the number of second semester or second year and even third year foreign 
language courses where students would have already had knowledge about the cultures in 
question. Non-foreign language courses did indeed have a higher mean of 3.49, suggesting that 
more students believed they had only limited knowledge of the content. 

Students responded that in the courses in question they did learn a significant 
amount of information about the country or culture or world region. With a mean of 3 .6, the 
results found that 60.6 % of the students agreed or strongly agreed that they learned a significant 
amount about the global consciousness content. Only 13.5% disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
the statement that they had learned a significant amount. Copies of the questionnaire report 
results have been returned to the faculty with copies of the surveys and a copy of this report. 
Fifteen courses had means below 3.5, which should be considered a matter of modest concern. 
Two courses had means below 3.0 which should be a matter of grave concerns. 

Students also indicated that the courses in general met the criteria for global 
consciousness in that A large portion of this course was devoted to information about the 
culture(s) of (country or world region-Asia, Africa, Latin America, Europe ... ) Future 
versions of this question should more closely follow the wording of the general education 
outcomes and criteria since the word culture is ambiguous and may exclude valid factors. Again 
with a mean of 3.6, students agreed or strongly agreed by 65.1 % that the courses met the 
criteria. Only 15.6% of the students disagreed or strongly disagreed that a large portion was 
devoted to information about the culture. It is hard to determine how students read phrases like 
"large portion" or "culture." Out of 34 sections, only 4 sections had a mean below 3.0. 

Students continue to have a positive response to Ferris faculty and the courses they 
teach, even in the area of general education. 68.3% of the respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed that I would recommend that students take a course that increase their understanding of 
other regions and cultures of the world. Only 14.5 % of the respondents disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the statement. No section had a mean below 3.0. 
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Faculty Attitudes Concerning General Education 
The Results of the General Education Survey 

The results of the survey of faculty conducted by the UNGEC in Spring 08 concerning 
general education should be considered as problematic. Though the survey was e-mailed to 
faculty and when there was very little response Dean's and Department Heads made a second 
attempt to get faculty to respond, there were only 93 valid responses. Of the responses, 38 were 
from the College of Arts and Sciences and 37 were from the College of Technology. Since these 
represent long established different positions on general education, the sampling may skew the 
results. A more complete response from the other Colleges would be helpful for a more 
representative sample. In some instances, the responses showed a lack of familiarity with the 
facts. For example, 40% disagreed that there was regular assessment of general education 
outcomes, even though a nationally normed test of general education has been administered 
every other year since 1996, regular assessment of writing is conducted annually, and assessment 
of other general education outcomes occurs frequently. There might, however, be some 
confusion about the meaning of assessment in this context that could have yielded these results. 
Similarly 25.5% of the respondents disagreed with the assertion that Colleges other than Arts and 
Sciences are represented on the University General Education Committee, even though Arts and 
Sciences has only one representative, excluding the chair. There are representatives from the 
Librarian/Counselor Unit, as well as Education and Human Services, Technology, Business, and 
Allied Health Sciences. 

Most faculty believe that they are familiar with the general education requirements. There 
are some confusion, however, about transfer requirements. The MACRAO stamp applies even if 
students have not received an Associate Degree; however, most faculty had no opinion on this 
question. With a MACRAO stamp, students are required to meet only an upper level writing 
requirement. Again most had no opinion and only 33% correctly agreed that only the upper level 
writing requirement need be satisfied. Students who enter with a B.A. or a B.S. are not required 
to take any general education at Ferris. Surprisingly 24% of the sample seemed to believe that 
students who entered Ferris with a B.A. or a B.S. still had to take general education courses, a 
concern that also appears in the written response. Clearly faculty advisors need a better 
understanding of the transfer policies concerning general education. 

Most faculty agree with the current general education outcomes, with the most 
disagreement centered on the REG requirement. A consistent approximately 11 % disagree 
with cultural enrichment, social awareness, and global consciousness as outcomes. While 
most faculty consider themselves familiar with the general education requirements, 
approximately 26% are not familiar with Ferris' stated philosophy concerning general education 
or the general education criteria. There are concerns about how successfully these requirements 
are being met, concerns not fully consistent with the results from NSSE data, alumni surveys, or 
employer surveys. The greatest concern was with written communication, with approximately 
52% of the respondents believing that Ferris graduates cannot write effectively; 32% do not think 
they have the necessary math skills for their careers; 27% do not think graduates have the 
interpersonal skills necessary to be effective; and 32% do not believe they have the speaking 
skills necessary to be successful. This is reinforced in the additional comments which strongly 
indicated a concern about students who have inadequate writing skills. Clearly, this concern 
should be addressed; it should be addressed by meetings with representatives of many different 
programs and a task force from the Department of Languages and Literature to identify the areas 
of concerns, measure the scope of the concerns, and solve the problem. Since there has been 
ongoing assessment of the writing skills of students that tends to demonstrate that students meet 
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the expectation for the courses, more extensive campus communication about the expectations 
for students and their abilities is warranted. A similar challenge to be addressed is the perception 
by approximately 30% of the faculty that students are not able to read the material for their 
courses, data partially supported by NSSE data and the survey ofB.S. and B.A. seniors. The 
Reading General Education group has not been active for a number of years. It may be fruitful to 
re-vitalizing that sub-group and have them explore how concerns about reading might be best 
addressed. 

Many programs in Technology and Allied Health Sciences involve tight schedules and 
lab hours. Students in these programs often also work. As a result, it is important that general 
education offerings be situated to meet these needs. Most faculty indicated that they were able 
to successfully schedule students for general education courses; still between 11 % and 20% 
of the faculty indicated difficulty scheduling students into a general education area, with 
the greatest difficulty occurring in the area of Natural Sciences. It would be helpful if those 
who were having difficulty would have an individual they could contact so there could be a 
record of the particular challenges in scheduling, and where there is a pattern of problems that 
might be solved, a solution put in place. 

There are a number of concerns about general education processes. Currently 
courses receive general education status by demonstrating that they meet the general education 
criteria through a review first by a sub-committee specializing in the outcomes status and then 
with a review by the university general education committee. In fact, 43% of the respondents 
believe that this process is not fair. It may be the case that sub-committees are inclined to deny 
courses outside of Arts and Sciences general education status even though they meet the general 
education criteria. Some form of appeals process may be warranted. One individual in the 
additional comments indicated a concern that waivers were too dependent on the personnel 
involved rather than an established policy. While there will always be individual judgment 
necessary to evaluate complex individual circumstances, it would be useful to more clearly 
articulate the policy on waivers and share those criteria with the campus community. 

There is strong support for the review of the general education outcomes and the 
credit allocation for general education. Some actions fall within the scope of the existing 
structures, such as clarifying further the expectations for computer competency. Any more 
extensive review exceeds the charge of this program review committee, given the stated policy 
on major general education review. There is fairly strong support for some kind of technological 
knowledge (71 % ), with less support for a wellness requirement and a practical skills requirement 
(approximately 50% ). In the additional comments, a number expressed concern that general 
education is concentrated in Arts and Sciences. While there are three cultural enrichment courses 
offered in the College of Technology and many economic courses in the College of Business 
meeting the social awareness requirements, and College of Business courses that meet the global 
consciousness course, as well as WIC courses in a number of Colleges, the majority of general 
education courses are offered by the College of Arts and Sciences. This is in part historical since 
the College of Arts and Sciences, at that time the College of General Education, was formed 
specifically to provide the general education courses. Some have appropriately indicated that 
courses that are specific to programs such as upper level science or literature courses should not 
count as general education and that in fact general education courses should not in principle 
count towards a major. Others suggested that students in majors in Arts and Sciences should 
have to take courses in other Colleges. Some believe that general education should be distributed 
across all Colleges. Still others feel that general education courses should be more restricted and 
more specific, perhaps focused on classical works and foreign languages. 



) 

Clearly there is a need for a careful review of general education outcomes and the 
allocation of general education credits. The Higher Learning Commission provides a fair 
degree of leeway in how any university constructs its general education requirements. It 
does require that any general education program is based on a clear, articulated 
philosophy consistent with the mission of the institution. The requirements should be 
organized around clear, measurable outcomes. There must be a clear way to demonstrate 
how those outcomes will be achieved by the curriculum. There must be consistent 
assessment of how well students are meeting those outcomes. The review of Ferris' general 
education program shows that it is fairly consistent with the requirements at many other 
institutions, including the credit requirement and allocation. Ferris' requirement are also 
fairly consistent with MACRAO. We are not required to have a requirement consistent 
with other Universities; however, transferability is always a concern of any consideration 
of general education. 
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Gen Ed-Faculty Survey 
Frequencies 

Prepared by: Institutional Research & Testing, 02/08 
Statistics 

:\ 

Valid :\'fissing Mean 

QI a Know what gen ed requirements are 95 0 3.47 
q I b Read the available assessment data on gen ed at FSU 94 I 2.37 
q I c Grads have the computer skills to meet requirements 95 0 3.03 
q 1 d Students not able to successfully read the material I assigned in my courses 94 1 2.47 
q I e By graduation. most FSU students are able to write effeetivelv 94 I 2.49 
QI f FSU grads have math skills neeessarv for their careers 94 I 2.89 
QI g Univ educ should provide students w/ broader understanding of their culture 94 I 3.31 
q I h Not impt for students to have experiences in cultures outside US & Canada 94 I 2.01 
q Ii As an advisor, my students could effectively schedule writing courses 93 2 3.34 
q lj As an advisor. find appropriate science courses to meet gen ed needs 95 0 3.11 
q I k As an advisor. my students could effectively schedule cult enrich req 94 I 3.13 
q 11 As an advisor. my students could effectively schedule soc awareness req 94 I 3.07 
q l m Approve of the change of the Soc Aware req 95 0 3.15 
q l n Grads have the interpersonal skills necessary to be successful 95 0 2.93 
q Io Grads have the public speaking skills necessary to be successful 94 I 2.85 
q Ip Familiar with the philosophy & outcomes for FSU's gen ed program 94 I 2.96 
u l q Familiar w/ criteria that courses must meet to serve a gen ed outcomes area 94 I 2.90 
a Ir Gen cd program should be reasonably consistent with other institutions 94 I 3.17 
q Is Gen ed reqs reasonably consistent with other similar institutions 94 1 2.97 
q2a Communication Competency-Writing 94 I 3.78 
q2b Communication Competency-Speech 94 I 3.67 
q2c Scientific Understanding 93 2 3.53 
q2d Cultural Enrichment 94 I 3.32 
u2c Social Awareness 94 I 3.33 
u2f Lifelong I.earning 94 I 3.48 
q2g Global Consciousness 94 I 3.33 
q2h Quantitative Skills 94 I 3.59 
q2i REG: Race. Ethnicity & Gender 93 2 3.04 
q3a A more precise computer competency expectation 94 I 2.91 
q3b Wellness component: Understanding/practical fitness. diet & wellness 94 I 2.67 
q3c Technological competency-knowledge & practical expertise 94 I 3.02 
q3d Life practical skills (budgeting, balancing a checkbook, managing credit) 94 I 2.70 
q4a Make critical rdg skills part of my course 94 1 3.34 
q4b Graduating students' gen ed knowledge & skills arc comparable 94 1 3.36 
q5a Current AAS requirements appropriate 91 4 3.47 
q5b Too many gen cd courses are required for the AAS 92 3 2.72 
q5c Too few gen cd courses arc required for the AAS 90 5 2.88 
q5d AAS grads have necessary writing skills 93 2 3.09 
q5e AAS grads have necessary interpersonal communication skills 93 2 3.33 
q5f AAS grads effectively obtain the info needed 93 2 3.46 
q5g AAS grads have necessary computer skills 93 2 3.43 
a5h AAS students should not be required to take a cult enrich course 93 2 2.61 
q5i AAS students benefit from a sci understanding course 93 2 3.61 
q5j AAS students benefit from a social awareness course 93 2 3.39 
q5k AAS students are not well prepared for a global marketplace 93 2 3.35 
q51 AAS grads arc prepared to live & work in a diverse societv 93 2 3.31 
q6a Approval process bv which courses receive gen ed status is fair 94 I 3.06 
q6b Colleges other than A&S arc represented on the Universitv Gen Ed Cmte 94 I 3.44 
q6c There is regular assessment of gen ed outcomes 94 I 3.06 
q6d The current outcomes for gen ed should be reviewed 92 3 3.47 
q6e The current credit allocation for gen ed should be reviewed 92 3 3.40 
q6fMACRAO transcript & AAS: Only upper level writing required 94 I 3.77 
q6g MACRAO transcript & no AAS: Must complete GE courses didn't transfer 94 1 3.79 
q6h BA/BS not be required to take any gen ed courses 94 I 3.31 
Q7 College 93 2 3.66 
q8 Additional comments 95 0 

Median Std. Deviation 

4.00 .727 
2.00 .961 
3.00 .881 
2.00 1.034 
2.00 .970 
3.00 .956 
3.00 .790 
2.00 1.052 
3.00 .915 
3.00 1.144 
3.00 1.008 
3.00 1.039 
3.00 1.120 
3.00 .878 
3.00 .961 
3.00 .938 
3.00 .905 
3.00 .863 
3.00 1.112 
4.00 .444 
4.00 .495 
4.00 .636 
3.00 .691 
3.00 .767 
4.00 .744 
3.00 .739 
4.00 .557 
3.00 .871 
3.00 .969 
3.00 .955 
3.00 .984 
3.00 1.066 
3.00 .899 
3.00 1.226 
3.00 1.119 
2.00 1.353 
2.00 1.405 
3.00 1.349 
3.00 1.254 
3.00 1.157 
3.00 1.174 
2.00 1.391 
3.00 .861 
3.00 1.074 
3.00 1.308 
3.00 1.285 
3.00 1.592 
3.00 1.308 
3.00 1.334 
3.00 .999 
3.00 1.139 
4.00 1.290 
4.00 1.226 
3.00 1.146 
2.00 2.796 
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) Frequency Table 

qla Know what gen ed requirements are 

CllDlllJativt - Pen: eat \'a.lid Pucmt Ptrcot A ..• 
snonm umm!I! j l1 l'1 1.1 
D~ 4 4.1 4.1 7.4 

Valid hree jj 14.7 14.7 41.l 
snongl:j Agee Jj 31.9 JH 100.0 
Total 95 J(J(JJJ UNJ.O 

qlb Read th available assess~nt data on gen ed at FSU 

Cmnmm 
ffPlllBMtn' Ptrcot Vlfidlmot Pen eat 

Strll!mV Dr:ia.me 16 JU no 17.(J 
Dlial!TI!I! 41 412 41.6 60.0 

Vllid A2rae 15 1U 16.6 sn 
Sttomm· Am!!! 1(1 JU 10.6 97.9 
NoOninion 1 H :u 100.0 
Total 94 98.9 100.0 

M~ Sysu J LI 
Total 9J UKlO 

) qlt Grads have the tompnter skills to meet requirements 

Camalafure 
frM•l!llCY Pm eat \'a.lid Pmef Pm:eat 

snong1y Dlil!m 4 4 .. 1 4.1 4.i 
Dim!ie 16 15.S JU 21.1 

Valid 
Agree J5 51.9 J7.9 7.8.9 
snongJ:y Aeree 13 H.7 117 91.6 
NoOpimiGm. 7 7.4 7.4 100.0 
Total 95 lOfUJ 100.IJ 

qld Students not able to su.ccessfully read tl&e material I assigned in my courses 

C1U11ulafure 
I'Dllaecv Pert of Vllill P1rcot Plfcot 

SlKllR!VU~ 12 11.6 12.S 12.S 
Dillm.E 46 41.4 48.9 61.i 

Vaful Al!Il!i! 22 JH 13.4 SJ.1 
Stnmgiy A!!re! 8 S.4 8.J 9J.4' 
NoODimion 6 6.j 6.4 100.0 
Tat.ll 94 98.9 100.0 

Mi.s!iing Symm 1 1.1 
TotAI. 9J. lOIJ.IJ 

) 
Pai;pe 2 
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qle By graduation., most FSU :students are able to write e:ffecthrely 

em.mm 
Fr ...... om.rs' Pen:uf Yalid Percot hruat 

Stmmur~ Jj 11.7 l!.8 JU 
!Ma- J6 JH js.J J2.1 

Valid 
Am!!i! Jo JH jB.J 90.4 
Stm111~h·A- 4 4.2 H 94 .. 7 
Noommoo J H H 100.fJ 
Tiltll 94 98-9 100.0 

Mming Sysllem 1 u 
Tobil 9S iOOJJ 

qlf FSU grads have math skills neees:sary for their carttrS 

em.mm 
Fren•~ Ptn:uf YalillPtnot Percent 

sm-ivrn- J H H H 
!Ma- 1J. 263 1U Jl.9 

Valid 
... _ 

47 49.J JO.O SL9 
Sttonm-A- 9 9-J 9.6 91.J 
NoOpimoo s .BA s.s 100.f) 
Tiltll 94 98.9 lOfJ.O 

Missil!g SysUI. 1 u 
Totll 93 100.IJ 

) qlg Univ education shoold provide students w/ broader understanding of their culture 

Fnauem:v Pen: at l'alili Pucot Cumnlatin Peorcut 
5.'!nml!'tv nm- 1 1.1 2.1 2.1 
Dial'TI!ll 11 11.6 11.'l JU 

Valid Ame J!) 41.i 41.J JH 
Sttnnl!'h·A~ 40 4.1.l 42.6 97.9 
NoOnmWi 2 1.1 1.1 100.0 
Tiltll 94 98..9 100.0 

Mi;aw ~lem J u 
Tobil 9J J()(J.() 

q 1h Not impt for rtndents t-0 lave experiences in cultures other than the US & Canada 

Cumalatrn 
}'rfill!"'11CT Percut ValillPercut Percent 

smm$Disll~t!i! 55 17.9 JU S.B.J 
DisllnH J4 3.5.G 16 . .1 74.J 

Valid A2l1!! H lH JU 88.l 
Stnmeiv Al'!'# 9 9.J 9.6 97.9 
No Oim!iom. 1 1 .. 1 1.1 100.0 
Tot!l 94 9ll.9 J()(Jj) 

MBm Svstem 1 1.1 
Tam:! 9J 100.0 

) 
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qli As m advisor~ my .students could effectively schedule writing courses 

Cmnlltiff 
Fr_.111111cr Pere ad ''ailitl PKcat Percut 

Sl!Cl1lm Disa21H 1 u 1.1 L1 
Disam.e 11 lH 11.8 l.H 

Valid AEiee JO JJ.6 JU "·7 
Stnml!:lv Aeree 17 17..9 18.3 114.9 
No ODirri4:ln 14 14.7 13.J 100.D 
Trml 9j 97.9 lOIJ.D 

Mi>s:ing System 2 2.1 
Trml 95 100.0 

qlj As an advisor, find appropriate science courses to meet gen ed needs 

c..m.m 
F • Per cut Valid Percut Percut 

Strcmm Di'IA~ 9 9.3 u 9.J 
D~ 17 l'l.9 17-9 :n.4 

Valid. ~ J7 Ja.9 18.9 66.1 
StnmmA!!TI!!I! 19 20.0 2fHJ 86.3 
NoOpmiarl. H 11.7 13] 1()(). 0 
Trml 95 lOIJ.O iOOJJ 

q lk As an advisor, my stucleats could effectively schedule cult enricll req 

) C1unlativt 
FreaHIKt Pen:m ValidPercot Per cut 

StmllZlv Disagree 6 u 6.4 6-4 
rn~ Jj JJ] lU 2fl2 

Valiri A- 49 31.6 J1.J 7H 
Stnm!tlv Af11!11! 15 15.8 16.0 SU 
NoOnmia 11 11.6 11.7 JQf};f} 
To1ai 94 98..9 100.D 

Milling Sysmn 1 u 
Tomi 9J 100.0 

qll As an adTisor, my students could effectively schedule soc awareness req 

Cunlatin 
Freall.tlKY Per rut \'atid Percent Ptrmtt 

.Stro11u .. 1v l.lH.a:!m!e 7 ~7~4- 7A 7.4 
rusa- 14 14.7 10 22..1 

Valid Ame JD J2.6 JH 73.J 
Sttomrn· A~ 11 11.6 1Ll 87.1 
NoOpimon 12 12.6 lH 100.0 
Totll 94 98-9 UJfHJ 

Missing System 1 1.1 
Total 9J .100.0 

) 
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qlm Approve of dl.e ehaqe of the Sor Aware reg_ 

CIJIUIUtin 
F .. Pen:&t Vllid Ptremf PK cut 

Smmm Disagru 9 9.5 9 . .5 u 
D~ Jj JJ.8 iH 2H 

Valid 
Aimie jJ Jfi..8 16.S 62..1 
SmmmA- 2J 16.J 16.J 88.4 
NoOnimiml. 11 11.6 iH 100.0 
To:tal !lJ 100.0 J(Jti.fJ 

qln Grads han the interpersonal skilh necessary to be suc:cessful 

C111111dative 
Fr....,.,....,. Pen:&t Vllid Percat Percut 

Stmnetv Disa- j 1.1 H J.1 
Diw!tee 2J 14.1 14.2 27.4 

Valid ~ JJ n.9 57.9 SH 
smm ... :i..A- (j 6.1 (jj 91.ti 
NoOnimiml 8 S.4 8.4 100.0 
To:tal 9J 100.0 100.D 

qlo Grads have the public speaking sk:ilk necessary to be successfal 

Cam.mm 
Fr-·~ Percai ValidPuuat Pen mt 

) S1mlilml Di.- J H H H 
ou.- 1'! 28.4 18.7 JU 

Vllid 
A2n!e 48 50.J Jl.1 SJ.l 
S1rllll!:h· Al!Ie .5 J.j H 90.4 
NoOnimion !I 9 . .5 9.6 UHJ.O 
Total 94 98.9 100.0 

M~ Svstem 1 l.1 
Toti! 95 100.0 

qlp Familiar witli tile philosophy & outcomes for FSU's gen ed program 

eum111a0n 
Fr,.....t•.,. Pernllt VllidPen:mt Pernat 

StroJIJ!JV Disalmll! 7 7.4 7.4 7.4 
nm- 18 15.9 19.l 16.6 

Vd.d Al!'Il!e 45 47.4 47.9 74.J 
Str!m!lv Al!re!! 20 11.i 21.3 95.7 
NoOumi.on 4 4.1 H lOOJJ 
Tota! 94 Pl.9 lDfJ.fJ 

Missing Symm 1 1.1 
Tottl 95 lOfJ.fJ 
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qlq Familiar with criteria that courses must meet to serve a gen eel oukomes area 

Cmnlatin 
- Pert:Ht Valid Pm::ot Perrot .... 

S'IIlmm Disal!I* 7 'f.4 :7.4 7.4 
Disauei! 19 1UJJ 10.2 17.7 

Valid ~ 47 49.J ;J()JJ 77.7 
Stroa!!lv Auee JS 18 .. 9 19.1 !IU 
Na OD:iaioa 1 :u 1.2 100.0 
Total 94 !18.!I J(Jf).{} 

Mis&img System 1 1.1 
Total 9J 100.fJ 

qh· Gnt ed progJ"am should be reasonably consistent witfl other institutions 

Cmu.latirt 
Fr ... .,_,, Pm:m Valid Ptreet PtrCOt 

~mN··-· J J.1 J.2 H 
DHun!e H JH JU 17.fJ 

Valid Ame 49 Sl.6 J2.1 69.1 
~l!ivAl!lel! 21 14.1 24.J 91.6 
NoOpimioa 6 6.3 6.4 100.0 
Tata.l 94 96.9 lfKJ.O 

Mis&img S)'s12m l I.I 
Tat&l 9J 100.0 

) qls Gen etl reqs re.asonably consistent with other similar bn1itutiom 

Cuudative 
FJl!llum<Y PIITTOf ValidPKcot Pere: mt 

Stmmm Di'DJ:rll!I' 7 7A 7.4 7.4 
Diu- 14 lH 2J.J .H.fJ 

Valid 
A!!ll!li!' 41 44.2 44.'! 77.'1 
Stromg}.)· Agtft 'i 7A 7.4 SJ.I 
NoOpimon 14 l·V U.9 lf)(l(} 

Total !14 9U lf)(UJ 
MissiI!g System 1 u 
Tmt 9J J(Jf).() 

q2a CommDDkation Competency-Writing 

Cmalllatiw 
- Perttllt Validhrcmt Ptrcot I: 

Dtsal!JM 1 1.1 L1 1.1 

Valiid kree 19 10.0 1fJ.2 11.J 
Stnmgly Agree 74 li.9 '18.J 100.0 
Tat.al 94 98.9 11)(}.fJ 

Mi'ls:iDg System. 1 1.1 
Total 9J 100.0 
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q2b Commnnicatie>n Competenc:y-Speed1 

Cuulam 
F.-.......... ..,.. Pen:Hlt \faJid Percmt Pt« at 

Disa.eree 1 1.1 1.1 1.i 

Valid ~ 
2j J,0.5 10.9 Ji.9 

SmmmAeree 04 67.4 08.1 10(}.(} 
Tut.al 94 9fl.9 100.0 

Mis!rinl!: Sy,-tem 1 1.1 
Tot.al !}J 100.fJ 

C'lllllldatift 
FJ'.HIUll!CV Ptrcol Valid P'trCOt Pvc:mt 

StriollJ!lV· n;..,....,... 1 1.1 1.1 2 .. 2 
Dlill!ree 1 u 1.1 1.2 

Valid MIH j,g JJ.9 .Jfl.'J 4L9 
Stnll1Eh· Al!lff .54 56.8 JU 100.0 
Total 93 97.9 100.(J 

MifiillE Svstem 1 11 
Total 95 100 .. 0 

q2d CuJturaJ Enridament 

) Cllmldatift 
Fna11-.cw Ptrcol ltalid Pe«e11t Pen:IHl.t 

Stromm· Di'5a.2TI!!e 1 u 1.1 u 
D.isal!Hl! 9 9.J 9.6 10.6 

Valid A2n!e 43 4H 4.J.7 :56.4 
S1roo£h· .Al!lee 41 41.2 41.6 100..0 
Total ff !JU· IOO.O 

MifiillE Slsh!Dl 1 1.1 
Totl1 95 100.0 

q2e Social Awareness 

Clllll'lllttift 
Fru11....,. Percef Vllid.Percat Peru•t 

S1MB£ll• Di~- 2 1.1 1.1 H 
D.isal!l!'E!I! 11 Jl.6 11.7 JU 

Valid Mn!!!!! jj JU 17.1 Jl.1 
Smmitlv A!!'.11!!! ,,, 411.4 48.9 100.0 
Total 94 9/J.9 lOfUJ 

Mmin!!' Svsll!m 1 u 
Toal 95 100.0 
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q2f Llfe-long L~,a1'DiDg 

C1111ralatift 
Fr ............. Pen mt Valid Peuot Peru11.t 

5 .. ..., .... 11.~ 1 1.1 1.1 2.1 
Disal!ml'! J H H 7.4 

Valid 
Mn@ 16 17-9 5'9.3 43.! 
S1mlilitlvA- 48 .50.J 51.1 96.8 
NoOni.mon j 1-2 J.2 100.0 
TCltll 94 98.9 100.0 

Mmlllg Sysl!m. 1 u 
Total 93 JIJU 

q2g Global Conscioamess 

C11111.11latift 
F:reaUIKV Percmt ValidPKcot Pern11.t 

S1mli!eJ.V.niu .. ~ J u 1.1 1.1 
Disal!He 11 jl.(j 11.7 12.8 

Valid 
Mn@ 19 41.1 41.J JU 
StrnnmA.- 41 44.2 44.'J 98.9 
NoOpimon 1 1.1 1.1 JOOJJ 
TCltll 94 98.9 100.0 

Missing System J u 
Total 95 llJU 

) q2h Quantitative Skills 

Clllllllhti'ff 
Fr-eacv Pere eat Valid:hn:mt Per cat 

msa.l!l'ee J H 1.1 J ., .. 
V111id A:ree JJ 34.7 U.1 JU 

Stnmm Al!r4!e 38 61.1 61.7 100.0 
Total !H 9S.9 100.0 

Mi1!dng Systul 1 1.1 
Total 9S 1 (}(},(} 

q?i REG: Racet Ethnicity & Gender 

c.m.iam 
Fr-•......., Pere mt ValidPenent Pere at 

Sttooirlv Digjitree (j u 6.J 6-J 
Disal!l'ee 14 14.'l lJ.i 11.J 

Valid 
Mn@ 44 461 47.1 68.8 
Stron!:lv A- 18 19..5 30.i 98.9 
Noop:ioo 1 u 1.1 100:.0 
TCltll 91 !ll.9 100.0 

Mmlllg Sysll!m 1 1 .. 1 
Total 95 JIJO.O 
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q3-a A more precise computer competency apectation 

CllDlllbtiR 
Frenn~ Pt«e:at V:alid Pt:rcmt Perc111.t 

sircimm ru.·-·- j H H :u 
Disal!ll!I! 27 18.4 18.7 .MO 

Vlllid Azn!e 39 4U 41.J 7J.J 
Sttamilv Al!Il!e 17 1731 18.1 9Ui 
NoOamimi (j u 6.4 UHlt> 
Total. !J4 !t&.9 100.0 

Mli'iillg System 1 u 
TOCll. 9.5 ilJO.O 

q3b Wellaess component: Understand:inglpradical uper in fitness, diet & wellness 

Cumlllative - Perrot VIJill PHRDt: Ptrcot L 

Stmmittv D~ 9 u 9.6 9.6 
Disal!TI!!I! n 14.'J .U.1 44.7 

Vlllid ~ 
jj JU Jn SL9 

Sttcme:lv A~ u 14.7 14.9 96.B 
NoOpillioo j .u j ., 

·"' UJIHJ 
Total 94 98.9 lC/f.O 

Mimng Sysl!m 1 1.1 
Total 9$ lfJOJ) 

qx Technological competency-bowledge & practical upertise 

CllDlllbtiR 
Fren11MWT PHUBt \i~IJill Pscat Pere at 

.................. ·- 9 9.j 9.6 9.6 
Disal!'.lee 11 11.6 11.8 11.3 

Vlllid Azn!e 46 48A 48.9 71.3 
51nlmgly Agree 11 2l2 13.4 !J.U 
NoOpioioo j H H lOO~fJ 

Total. !J4 98..9 100.{I 
M~ S}sll!m 1 u 
Toal 9.J llJU 

q3d life practical skills ~uilgeting, balancing a checkbook, managing credit) 

CIUUbtift 
FrullMICY Perunt Vllid Peaat h«ot 

St~v Disauee 11 11.ri 11.8 11.8 
Disa~ 11 U7 34.0 46.S 

Valid 
Agree 11 1H 15.6 73.4 
Smmgly Agree ]:J 21.1 1.H 96.;8 
NoOpmiou j 3.1 3.1 100.0 
TcMill 94 9U l(lf.(J 

Ming System 1 1.1 
Totai 91 100.0 
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q4a Make critical rdg skills p:n1: of my c:oune 

Cmulatiw 
Fnmlenv hrc:ut ValidPm:mt Ptn:at 

Diial!Ye! 18 18.9 UH 19.1 
.Ant!!! jj JU 37.2 Ui.4 

'Vaful Strclndv Al!n!!I! 31 JJ.7 34.fJ 90.4 
No Oo:iniml 9 9.J 9.6 100.0 
Total 94 98~9 UNJ.IJ 

Miisiug Systm. 1 1.1 
Total !}j 100.fJ 

q4b Graduating students' gen ed knowledge & skills are comparable 

emn•tm 
Fr .... ..,,. Perrol Vdd.PU"cot Pere at 

Stmm~Dt;a- 4 4.2 4.1 4.1 
DiSll!D!I! 19 1fHJ 10.2 14.$ 

Valid 
Am!@ JI 40.fJ 40.4 64.9 
Sirom£h' Am!e ;J j.J H 70.2 
NoOninion 18 19.J 19.S ltm.O 
Tatll 94 98.9 100.0 

Mmq Sysllem 1 u 
Tatll 95 JOOJJ 

) qSa Current AAS reqniremnts appropriate 

CamatiYe 
Fr .... _,. Perrot Vdd.Pt«ot Peru11.t 

S1nlm!tlV Diw?n!O! 1 1.1 1.1 1.1 
DiSll!l'ee 13 15.8 16.J 17.6 

Valid 
Am!@ 41 44.2 46.1 (jJ:l 
Sttomrlv Al!Me 6 6.3 6.6 70.S 
NoOpimoo 17 2SA 19.7 ltm.f.J 
Tatll 91 !JH 100.!J 

Mi:saing SysEJ. 4 4.2 
Total 9J 100.fJ 

q5b Too many gen ed rours.es are required fur the AAS 

C11111mtin 
Fna~ Perrot ValidPen:ot Peru11.t 

Stmml!'.tv DliiHfl!llli 12 1:u HJJ 11.0 
DiSlm!!! 45 47A 48.9 62.0 

Valid 
MtH JI 11.6 11.(J 71.9 
Stmmgly Agree ;) H J.4 '?U 
No<lpiuioo 19 20 .. 0 1!J.7 100.0 
Tot.al rn !JU 100.0 

Mlisil!; Sysllem 1 !J.2 
Total 9J 100.() 

) 
Page 10 



C1111l1Wifu"e 
F:ruHlln' Ptrrat Valid Percot Per-cmt 

Stromm· Di5aBl!e 11 11.ti 11.2 12.1 
D:isal!:ree 59 4U 4H 5:1.6 

VI.lid A2Re 11 11.6 H.1 68.9 
StromElv Aeree 6 fH 6.7 'lH 
Noommon 2'1 15 . .2 14.4 100.0 
Total 9(J 94-7 100.0 

Missil!g Syslem J H 
Total 9J JIJ().fJ 

qScl AAS gl'acls have necessary writing skills 

Cllm&tift 
- PIITTOI Validhrtat Pert mt ... 

Slmlnrn• ~19! '1 7.4 7.J 'f.J 
D:isal!D!I! Jl JJ.l 34.4 41.9 

VI.lid A2Re 17 28A 19.(} '11.fJ 
Noommon '1'i 28A 19.0 100.0 
Total 91 97.9 100.fJ 

Missil!g Syslem 1 :u 
Total 95 }IJ(}.fJ 

qSe AAS grads have necessary interpersonal commulliratiOll skills 

C11111&m 
.f:rtnRMOCT Ptccat Valid PKmlt Pernat 

:S11'CHIEl.V lJiw!re@ j 1.1 J ., .... :12 
D:isaeree 11 14.2 14.7 28.0 

VI.lid A2Re J7 3&.9 19.S 67.'f 
Noommm:t 10 11.ti 11.1 100.(J 
Total 91 97.9 100.0 

Mnsing :Syslem 1 1.1 
Total 9:5 }(J(}}J 

q5f AAS grads effectively obtain the info needed 

em.mm 
F:ruin-=v Pecceirf \i~alid P1«mt Pert mt 

:Sttomel.Y Di.suJee 1 1.1 1.1 1.2 
Disnl!D!I! 14 U .. 'l lJ.1 17.1 

Vllili 
.hrH, 46 48A 49.J 66 .. 7 
:StmmEll• Al!ll!l' 1 1.1 1.1 67.'1 
NoOpimoo JD JL6 31.3 100.fJ 
Total 91 !tl.9 100.() 

Missil!g System 2 1.1 
To411. 9.J ;'00 .. 0 
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qSg A.AS grads Junre necessary computer skills 

Cmnmtire 
Fr11111t1Kv Perrot Valid. Pm:ut Pen:111.t 

Stto11EIV D~ 2 :H 1.1 1.2 
Dium!I! .18 18.9 19.4 21.J 

Valid 
Mn@ 19 4U 41.9 61.4 
S1rmlilv A~ 6 fH 6.5 69.9 
NoOnimon 18 29.J 30.1 1/JfJ.fJ 
Tolill 91 97-9 100.tJ 

Missing Sys1em. 2 H 
Total 9J lOfHJ 

qSh AAS students should not be required to tab a eu.lt enrich course 

c.mmm 
Fr-•8KT Penal Valid. PHUllt Pen: at 

.5.IHllW.Y llJ~ 10 21.l 11.J 11.J 
Diueree Jo JH 38.7 60.1 

Valid Ame lJ 15.8 16.1 7U 
Strallltlv A2m! 4 4-2 4.J 80.6 
NoOpimlm 18 1&.9 19.4 J()(J..fJ 
Tolill 91 97-9 lOtJ.0 

Missillg S}'S1em. 2 H 
Total 9J 100.0 

) q5i AAS students benefit from a sci understanding oou.1-se 

CmulatiR 
Fl"Mlttll.CV Per cot \r llicl Pen:lllt PHcot 

Disa!!n!i!! 6 15.3 6.J 6.J 
Ame 41 41.1 44.1 Jf.J 

Viilill Strmlilv Am!e 19 JJJ.J 11..2 81.7 
No OpimiClll 17 17.9 18.3 100.11 
Total 91 97.9 1/JfJ.O 

Missing System 1 1.1 
Total 93 100.tJ 

q5j AAS students benefit from a social awareness ce>urse 

C11mmtire 
Frt11RINlin" .Ptn:af Valid. Peccot Perclllt 

StrOllEW uisam!e 1 J.2 J.1 .u 
Diueree 14 l•U 1-U 18.J 

Valid 
A,gme 19 41.1 41.9 60.2 
Strmgly Agree 18 1&.9 19.4 79:.6 
No()pimoo 19 10.0 10.4 1/JfJ.O 
Total 93 !n.9 100.0 

Missillg Sysb!m. 2 2.1 
Total 9J 1/JfJJJ 

) 
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q:Sk AAS dud.ents an not well prepared for a global marketplace 

C11J111Wltiff 
Frean~ Percm Vdll:Pen:ot Perullt 

Stroriltl\• DiiUl!.E J H H H 
D:isaeree ZJ 26.J 16.9 JH 

Valid 
~ 13 2•U 14.i S7.0 
S1nill!:lvA~ n l:Ui 11.9 59.9 
Noommoo 18 29-J M.1 lf}fJ.() 

Total 93 97.9 100.fl 
MWillg Sys~ 2 1.1 
Toll! 9J iOOJJ 

q51 AAS grads are prepared to I.in & work in a divfl'se society 

C11J111Wltiff 
Fnaa...,. Percm VaWIPHCellt Perullt 

S1rn111£Iv Diw!ee J H J.4 J.4 
D:iSll l!Je! 13 24.:J 14.i jfJ.1 

Valid 
.hr@@ JJ 31.6 UJ 51.4 
:Stromm· AElff 5 IH ti.J 59.9 
No()pimoo 18 29.J 10.1 llNJ.O 
Total 93 97.9 100.0 

Mis9i.ug Sys~ 2 1.1 
TOlal 9S JOO.fl 

q6a Appronl process by whid1 rours.es reu.We gen ed stams is fair 

C11J111Wltiff 
Frean~ Pen:m ~·dll PHCellt Pernm.t 

Stnll"lm' Diia.:l!R@ 21 11.l 12.J 12.1 
D:isaeree 19 20 .. 0 10.l 42.6 

Valid 
.hr@@ 10 lU 11.J us 
51mmgly· Agiff 1 u 1.1 54.9 
NoOpimoo. Jj 34.7 35.J 100.0 
Total 94 98.9 JOO.fl 

Missing Sys~ 1 u 
TOlal 9:5 100.f) 

q6b Colleges other than A&S are represented on the University Gen Ed Cmte 

CumlllatM 
F~n Pere eat YlllidPen:mt Percot 

Stto111e:lv D~ 7 7.4 7.4 7.4 
D:iue:ree 17 17.9 HU 13.5 
Agrae 28 19.5 29.S J.H 

Valid S1mllgl)· Agiff 12 11.ti 12.8 OS.1 
No()pimoo 30 11.ti 31.9 100.0 
Total 94 98.9 100.0 

Missing Sys11!m. 1 1.1 
TOlal 9.5 100.0 

) 
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q6c There is regular assesunnt of gen ed o11tm:mes 

Cmnulatift 
Ff«<HIMICV Ptrrol Valill PKCOt Pere mt 

StromEIV Di1Ull!.e 9 !U 9.6 9'.6 
Disaeree 19 JU 30.9 40A 

Valid Ame .17 1&.4 18.7 69.1 
Stromitlv A!!n!e s .u H 74.$ 
NoOrrinioo 14 2.U 15.J 100.0 
Tatal 94 98..9 100.0 

MH.'>illg Syslem 1 u 
Toil! 9J lOflO 

q6d The current outcomt's for gen ed should be reviewed 

Cim1:1ibtift 
F1ta1.111KV Ptrrol \.md PIKCOt Pere mt 

S1l'OIWV DH.i!nH j 1.1 H u 
Dist- !J 9.$ !J.I 11.0 

Valid 
Ame JS 40.0 41.l SH 
Sttoae:lv AEIH u 27.4 18.3 82.6 
NoOp:iDioo J(j 16.8 17.4 }(J().f} 

Tatal 92 96.,8 100.0 
Missillg Syslem j u 
Tow !IJ 100.fJ 

) q6e Tiiie current credit a'lloca&n for gen ed should be rel'iewed 

Cumulative 
F:reDl.eJKV Ptrrot l"alill PKCOt. .Pere mt 

s~·~· j u j.J H 
Disagree 10 21.l 11.7 1$.0 

Valid 
Agree 15 163 17.1 J2.1 
Stroogly Agree 15 ltH :17..'J 79.3 
NoOp:iDioo 19 20,IJ 10.7 }(J()JJ 

Tatal 91 MS 100.0 
Missing •Syslem j 1.1 
Tow !}j 100.(J 

q6f Students w/ ~fACRAO traascript & AAS: Only upper level writing required 

Cwmalative 
F. PHt'ot \.ill hrcmt Pff'<Ot 

z.~ "'··-~ J 3-1 1.1 3.2 
Oi>aeree lJ lH 16.0 19.1 
Agre.e JI 19.J 19.8 4S.9 

Valid Strongly Ag.JR J 1.1 J.1 J.2.J 
NoOpimoo. 4J 47-4 47.!J 100.IJ 
Total 94 98.9 100. 0 

Mi~ Syslml 1 u 
Total 95 100.0 
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q6g MACRA.O transcript & no AAS: Must complete gen ed courses didn't transfer 

Cumllbltive 
Frn•mcT Ptrunt \'slid Pem!!llt Pen: at 

EtrOOElv Dliam!e j 1.1 u u 
I>isame 12 12.ti 12.S 16.0 

Valid A.me 11 29.J 2U 4:H 
StrooEJ.v Agree NJ lfJ.J 10 .. 6 J.6A 
NoODmion 41 41.1 41.6 100.0 
Tedi! 94 98.9 100.0 

Missmg Syill!m J 1.1 
TOOIJ 9J 100.IJ 

qeih BA/BS not required to take any gen ed courses in the nmpleoon of a degree 

Cumllllm• 
Frl!llUll.CT Pen: at . Valid Pt«ui PBCmt 

S1rnllElV Diw!ne j S.J H H 
Di§aEJH 18 18.9 19..1 14.J 

Valid ADee 31 33.7 J4.0 JU 
Etrooel.v Agree 11 11.1 22.1 S0.9 
NoOpimlm IS 18.9 19-1 lDfUJ 
T01ll 94 98.9 JIJO.(J 

Missing System 1 JJ 
Total 93 100 .. fJ 

) 
/ q7 College 

C•malative - P11:cut Valid Percmt Per cut i 

A&S 38 40.D 4o.9 40.9 
AiiS 1J H.7 14.0 J.U 

Valid BUS J .U .u JU 
EHS 1 2.1 u 6().1 

TEC jj7 1S . .9 JJl.J 1 (}()_(} 
Total 93 97 . .9 100.0 

Mi-sslng SystEm 2 2.1 
Total 93 1()(1.fl 

) 
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Valid 

q8 Additional comments 

Freauency 
64 

C---------------------------------------- r---

"Students who come to FSU with a BA or BS ... " depends on whether they 
are going onto graduate program (in which case Gen Eds from similar FSU 
BA/BS should NOT be required) or are doing another undergraduate degree, I ' 

' Valid Cumulative 
Percent Percent Percent 

67.4 67.4 ' 67.4 

I. I 1.1 68.4 

,_in which they SH_Q!d_U?__be r~_gl]_i_r~c!_tlJ ~-o Q".!Jf:dJ, ---------------+-------+----------------t--------1 
; A General Education Perspective for Public Universities. General education 

provides a framework for students to initiate or enhance their alertness to the 
' panorama of life both in and about them. Career specific programs provide a 

framework for students to initiate or enhance their career. Through their 
career they have the opportunity to sustain or enhance their life. General 
education, in a group or individual environment, should teach the student(s) 
the skills necessary for (alphabetical order): •Communication-visual, 
verbal. and written. • Critical thinking and problem solving. • Learning-

, study, reading, memory usage, how the mind learns, etc. • Self-care-basic 
1 health, personal finance, personal legal, etc. for our type of society. • Seit~ 

discipline-learning to assert their willpower over their more base desires. 
Learning that long term benefits for one's self and-or others may require the 
sacrifice of one's immediate gratification. • Sell~motivation-the passion, 
inner energy we need to keep on when things oppose or get hard. • General 
education at a public university must not be used as a vehicle to indoctrinate 
students. The rampant indoctrination ofa very limited array of values is clear 

i evidence that we as the public university community have failed to 
i accomplish the above general education goals. Had we succeeded, our 

students should be able to make their own decisions based on their values, 

I. I I. I 69.5 

, __ th~~Jj_(e_~x_peri_e_l!_ces. a!1__d_l~£_above _ _s_~iD~--- ----------------1---------------------~-------+'--------• 
According to most students. the gen-ed classes are a joke, and a waste of 

' I ' I. I I. I 70.5 
money. According to me the gen-ed process is subjective and slanted towards 
arts and science division_ There is avaialable info that is confusing and 
contradictory (check the academic affairs policy letter on this topic dated 9-6-

: 05. and_!!)' to figure out what is being s_ai_d_! _______________________________ , ___ __J ______ -+--------

, Content should drive thefocus--not the faculty. !fa subject is considered ' I 

relevant to GenEd. then it should not matter from which College it is taught. 
i Courses in the major should be excluded from GenEd consideration. e.g., Sr-

levcl psyc classes open only to sr-psyc majors ARE NOT acceptable General 
Education for that student. 

I. I i I. I 71.6 

,-----·------------------------------------ -----------------~·----------------~----------

Current GenEd requirements are grossly inadequate. I I. I I. I ' 72.6 
Current system is a joke dominated by-bl.lrned out hippies with pOJi!ical axes- --------------~--------------" -- --------·· - --------

! to grind. What students really need is a firm foundation in the classics with a I. I I. I i 73.7 , foreign language requirement equivalent to successful completion of a 202 , 
,_J('._\'_e!_course. _____ .__------~--------------------------
' Eliminate the requirement that global con courses be contempora1y A course I I. I i 

on. say, ancient China, should count_f_o __ r_~g~lo_b __ a __ l_c_o_n _____________ --1-------------- --~----1_._ 1~ ______ 7_ 4_. 7_ 
!f:·erris l1eedsto entcrthe 2-ISt-century regarding Gen Ed and begin to 

graduate students who are globally conscious, culturally enriched and I I I. I : I. I 75.8 
socially aware. ___ ---------+-------+-----__;_ _______ ' ________ _ 
Gen ed is too associated with Arts and Sciences. There are courses in other 

i colleges that don't even apply for gen ed status because they assume they I. I I. I 76.8 
: won't get it. 
-GenE--d~-sh_o __ u_l_d_b_e--j-us-t-th_a_t _____ G_E_N_E-:R_A_L _____ n_o_t -fo-r-ce_d_A_&_S_c_l-as_s_e_s_-H-o--w--,-.s-i_t_ - ------------

general for an A&S student to never take a class outside their college and 
: consider their education gcneraJ9 Students should be required to take classes I. I I. I 77.9 

, from all colleges. __________ ----------------------------------. 
I am a strong supporter of general education but feel that the criteria at Ferris 
is too restrictive. I do believe that there is a lot of benefit to students to 

i experience a global consciousness and race, gender and ethnicity course. but 
~ it often turns them off to the goal when they feel compelled to take a course 

they are not interested in just to meet a criteria. Instead, let the students take 
, courses in areas that they may have an interest and help develop those 
, interests. Finally, one additional area that is lacking is spatial science. It 
· might be very admirable that students understand how a culture may 
' flmction, but if they cannot identify space on a map. and when they later vote 

on issues that have a spatial component, it really doesn't matter if they can't 

I. I I. I 78.9 

____ _______ Ld~~i!l.P.L~£~~-----------------------------~-------- _______________ , --------------~ 
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In my case, checks in the ·'no opinion'' column mean "don·t know;;:- for _____ ~------~-----.--·------
example, I haven "t seen data on the computer skills that students have when 
they leave Ferris, I only know what computer class they take. And I don't 
know what general education requirements are at other schools. In general. I 
think FSU's general education policy is fine as a guideline. I have two other 
related issues. however. The first is the tendency of administration to rigidly 
adhere to the policy, usually citing fear of llLCs reaction if an exception is 
made. I do not believe that HLC will have an issue is waivers are granted 
using common sense and the prudent man rule: "What would a prudent man 
do in this situation'>" I deal with a lot of transfer students. many of whom 
already have nine or more credits of social awareness, cultural enrichment, or 
both. but lack global, REG or 200 levels. Waivers are usually granted, but 
sometimes denied, depending on the mood of the decision maker and who t 
he current decision maker is. That leads to my second issue. The person in 
charge of making general education waiver decisions changes on a regular 
basis. Each new person has a new perspective on what can be waived and 
what cannot. This indicates that waivers are not based on policy, but on 
personal bias. What was waived yesterday is not waived today. What was 
allowed as adequate graduation requirements yesterday is not accepted today. 
I believe that waivers would be granted or denied on a consistent basis, and I 
believe that adhering to consistent practice for waiver will enhance our I. I I. I 
standing with HLC. From a philosophical perspective, I believe that FSU's 
general education policy makes perfect sense for a traditional college student. 
That is. someone who has recently graduated from high school and who 
presumably has had little exposure to society and the world outside of his/her 
figurative own back yard. But the same policy applies to non-traditional 
students: those that have been in the workforce for years, who have married 
and begun to raise a family, those who have served in the military in foreign 
countries, those who have owned their own business, and those who have 
been in charge of national accounts. Do we as a university still think a 200 
level social awareness or cultural enrichment class will better prepare them 
for society if they already have a full complement of social awareness or 
cultural enrichment credits'> Especially when that same 200 level class 
transfers from another institution where it is a I 00 level or 300 level class? 
Will setting in a classroom in Big Rapids for a global consciousness class 

' really prepare them for a global market when they have already served six 
years on a military base in Germany? I believe the policy makes perfect sense 
when we have the opportunity to advise students and direct them toward 
appropriate classes. But when transfer students show up with a mixed bag of 
general education cl asses. I think we need a policy that allows a bit more 

80.0 

wiggle room. Thanks for seeking inJ:lut, and thanks for reading_ my comme_n_t_s·-1--------+---------,-----------·· ___________ _ 
liisceriis -cle-a~ thatilie~eaI ob.lective 0Tii1is-sur;c;;·;s to lie used to justify a 1 

review of gen ed which will in turn; restore the 300 level SA requirement, I. I ' I. I 81. I 
add additional comm requirements.& add life skills programming. ·-----~----~------

' MAC RAO credits do not always match up with certificati;;-ri' requfre;;.;eirt's-- ~--------~ 
· within certain programs. This leads to problems when students transfer into 

programs. 
Need additional sections of Physics 130 and 2 I I offered 

I. I I I. I 82.I 
' -·-----------·-~--~' -------;--------· 

I. I 

I. I 

I l.I 

I. I i 

I. I 1 

' I. I I 
! 

I. I 

I. I 

85.3 

86.3 

87.4 

88.4 

89.5 
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-------------------------------------------- ------------ ----- ----· ----- ·-· ·- --- - .. -·--------------~ 

' Teach them how to use the English languagcll 11 I. I 
·--.l~eaching-GCTieraC Education Courses m;si_n_o_t b--e-th_e_p_u,_rg_a_t-iv_e_o_ft~---

College of Arts and Sciences only! There are faculty in the other schools who I. I I 

I.I 

i 
I. I 

90.5 

91.6 
are just as qualified. -------------·----•---------·-----------; --------• 
Technological competency-knowledge & practical expertise with a 
technology If this only means computer use - l desagrcc If this is about the 

c_l11_<111Y tecll_nolog_i_es usc~J!l.o.~'!. da_!~~fe's_:l_ll£r".~- _____ -------·----
The primary concern l have is with the writing abilities of students 
completing I 00, 200, and 300 level English courses. Transcripts reflect A and 
B grades in these courses, yet quality of writing is barely that of a middle-

i school student. l strongly feel the ability to communicate effectively in 

I. I I. I 92.6 
I 

---------------~----------·------

' 
I I 
' I I. I I. I 

I 
93.7 

'-~rjt~g-~Oll_[~~a_n expectation of degree completion. ------->---------------------->-------·-------· 
I. I ! ' The set-up of this survey made completing it hard to follow. I I. I 94.7 

-··------------------- ---------------'----~----t------~----------

~~:s~i~~:.y needs lines or something ... hard to line_u_p_t_h_e_re_s_p_o_ns-·e_s_\_l'i_tl_i _th_e _ _. _______ I ~' ____ l_._i_' ____ I. l_i,_ ______ 9_5~8-
i This is only my second term teaching so my answers may be somewhat 

I ' I.I 1 I. I 96.8 lacking from an experience standpoint. 
;·Whatapoorly-constructed survey. Many questions arc simple yes/no and 

__ :._ ____ ~----------j--·------1 

~ should have been separated out( ex., first two question in QI). Some questions 
arc phrased in the positive and some in the negative (ex., questions 3 and 4 in 

i QI. Plus, questions were jammed together which makes it difficult to track 
I ~~rnss to the correct answer circles. Good luck figuring out what this data 
~cans. 

I : 
I 

I. I 

i Why are some English 250 classes not teaching APA forniat and choosing to I 

I. I 97.9 
' 

-------
i 

I. I I 98.9 · just teach MLA when AP is written as a terminal goal of the class'> This is a I I I. I 
huge problem with students required to have an APA background. --·--·---1--------+'----------'---------1 

With Michigan's poor economic environment.. we should go for practical 
courses that transulate into jobs for students first. Social Awareness and 
Cultural Enrichment classes cannot take a priority over useablc skills at this 
time 
Total 

I : I. I 

95~00.0 

I. I 
! 

100.0 
I 

100.0 
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Faculty Survey 
General Education 

Draft 7/4 

Based on your experience with Ferris students, please indicate in response to each of the 
following statements whether you Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree, or have 
No Opinion. 

1. I know what the general education requirements are for Ferris State University. SA A D 
SD N 

2. I have read the available assessment data on general education at FSU. SA A D SD N 
3. Ferris graduates have the computer skills to meet the requirements of their career and life 

needs SA A D SD N 
4. Students were not able to successfully read the material I assigned in my courses. SA A N 

D SD N 
5. By the time they are ready to graduate, most Ferris students are able to write effectively. SA 

AD SD N 
6. Ferris graduates have the math skills necessary for their careers. SA A N D SD N 
7. In addition to training students for a career, a university education should provide students 

with a broader understanding of their culture. SA A D SD N 
8. It is not important for students to have educational experience in cultures other than North 

America SA A D SD N 
9. As advisor, I found that my students could effectively schedule the required writing courses. 

SA AD SD N 
10. As an advisor, I could find appropriate science courses to meet my students' general 

education needs. SA A D SD N 
11. As an advisor, I found that my students could effectively schedule course work they needed 

to satisfy the cultural enrichment requirement. SA A D SD N 
12. As an advisor, I found that my students could effectively schedule course work they needed 

to satisfy the social awareness requirement. SA A D SD N 
13. I approve of the change of the Social Awareness Requirement from one course required at a 

300 level to one course required at a 200 level. SA A D SD N 
14. Ferris graduates have the interpersonal skills necessary to be successful. SA A D SD N 
15. Ferris graduates have the public speaking skills necessary to be successful in addressing a 

group of professionals in their areas. SA A D SD N 
16. I am familiar with the philosophy and outcomes for Ferris' general education program. SA A 

D SD N 
17. I am familiar with the course criteria that courses must meet to serve a general education 

outcomes area. SA A D SD N 
18. Ferris State University's general education program should be reasonably consistent with the 

requirements at other institution. SA A D SD N 
19. I think that Ferris State University's general education requirements are reasonably 

consistent with the requirements at other similar institutions. SA A D SD N 

Indicate below whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, or have no opinion 
of each of the following outcomes. The question is not about how many credits are right for a 
given area but whether Ferris should value the outcome for its graduates. 
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20. Communication Competency- Writing SA A D SD N 
21. Communication Competency-Speech SA A D SD N 
22. Scientific Understanding SA A D SD N 
23. Cultural Enrichment SA A D SD N 
24. Social Awareness SA A D SD N 
25. Lifelong Learning SA A D SD N 
26. Global Consciousness SA A D SD N 
27. Quantitative Skills SA A D SD N 
28. REG; Race, Ethnicity, and Gender SA A D SD N 

The following areas have been suggested as areas where general education outcomes might be 
warranted for all graduates. Indicate whether you Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly 
Disagree, or have no opinion about the addition of each of the areas below. 

29. A more precise computer competency expectation SA A D SD N 
30. A wellness component that could consist in an understanding and practical experience in 
fitness, diet, and wellness. SA A D SD N 
31. Technological competency - knowledge and practical expertise with a technology SA A D 
SD N 
32. Life practical skills such as budgeting, balancing a checkbook, managing credit SA A D 
SD N 

Additional Questions 

33. I consciously make it part of my course to assist students in developing more effective 
critical reading skills SA A D SD N 
34. Our graduating students' general education knowledge and skills are comparable with those 
of students at other comprehensive universities. SA A D SD N 

Associate Degrees 

35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 
45. 

The current requirements for the AAS are appropriate for Ferris students. SA A D SD N 
Too many general education courses are required for the associate degree. SA A D SD N 
Too few general education courses are required for the associate degree. SA A D SD N 
Graduates of AAS programs have the writing skills necessary to be successful in their 
careers. SA A D SD N 
Graduates of AAS programs have the interpersonal communication skills necessary to be 
successful in their careers. SA A D SD N 
Graduates of AAS programs are able to effectively obtain the information they need for their 
careers and their lives. SA A D SD N 
Graduates of AAS programs have the computer skills necessary to be successful in their 
careers. SA A D SD N 
Students in AAS programs should not be required to take a cultural enrichment course. SA 
AD SD N 
Students in AAS programs benefit from a course that develops scientific understanding. SA 
AD SD N 
Students in AAS programs benefit from a social awareness course. SA A D SD N 
AAS students are not well prepared for a global market-place. SA A D SD N 
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46. AAS graduates are prepared to live and work in a diverse society. SA A D SD N 

Procedures 
47. The approval process by which courses receive general education status is fair. SA A D 

SDN 
48. Colleges other than Arts and Sciences are represented on the University General Education 

Committee. SA A D SD N 
49. There is regular assessment of general education outcomes. SA A D SD N 
50. The current outcomes for general education should be reviewed. SA A D SD N 
51. The current credit allocation for general education should be reviewed. SA A D SD N 
52. Students who transfer with a MACRAO stamped transcript with an Associate Degree are 

only required to meet the upper level writing course for general education SA A D SD N 
53. Students who transfer with a MACRAO stamped transcript without an Associate Degree 

must complete all general education courses not met by a directly transferred course. 
54. Students who come to Ferris with a B.A. or a B.S. from another institution will not be 

required to take any general education courses in the completion of a degree SA A D SD 
N 

Demographics 

Please indicate by filling in the appropriate response from 1 to 5 to indicate the College in which 
you are currently a faculty member. 1. Allied Health Sciences or University College 2. Arts and 
Sciences or Education 3. Business 4 Technology 5. College of Pharmacy or College of 
Optometry 
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General Education Student Survey B.A. and B.S. 
Spring 2008 

As part of general education program review, a survey was conducted of upper level 
Ferris State University in the Spring 2008 semester. The survey was conducted in sections of 
ENGL 311, ENGL 325, and ENGL 321 which provided a reasonable distribution of students 
from the Colleges of Technology, Business, Allied Health Sciences, Education and Human 
Services, and Arts and Sciences. 

Consistent with the NSSE data and data from other program review documents, 
students have a positive view of their abilities in relationship to general education skills. 
While many faculty indicated some concern about the writing abilities of graduates, 78.8 percent 
of students agree or strongly agree that they have the ability to write effectively. Only 3.7 percent 
of the students surveyed believe they are not able to write well. Similarly most students are 
confident of their ability to understand scientific issues, use library databases, learn computer 

_programs, do presentations, work well in a diverse work force, and use math skills to advance. 
One area of concern is the 33.1 percent of students agree or strongly agree that they avoid 
reading when it is not required. It isn't clear, however, what they may understand by "reading" in 
responding to this question. The results of this response, however, are consistent with the NSSE 
data. 

While 19.1 percent of the respondents do not see it as important to get a broader 
education than major courses, most respondents identified general education courses as 
being worthwhile. Most students saw general education courses such as lower level writing 
courses, upper level writing courses, and communication as worthwhile. They also seemed to 
value scientific understanding, cultural enrichment, and global consciousness courses. The areas 
with the lowest marked value were social awareness and Race, Ethnicity, and Gender. Further 
study is necessary to better understand student attitudes about those two areas. 

Most students did not have trouble scheduling general education course, though 
there should be some concern about the 23.3 percent of the students who did feel they had 
difficulty scheduling. More significantly, 52.9 percent of those surveyed did not understand the 
reason for general education courses. This is noteworthy since only 20.2 percent of the 
respondents felt that their general education teachers did not explain what should be gained from 
their course. Further, only 34.4 percent of those who completed the survey felt that their advisors 
helped them select general education courses that would suit their interests. This suggests that 
faculty who teach general education may do more to explain the rationale for general education 
and their course and advisors should do more to help students select general education courses 
that they would find valuable. The latter may require more training 
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General Education - Bachelof"s 

Frequencies 
Prep.-ed by: lnstituliODlilll Researeh & Testing, 04RJB 

Statistics 

N 
Valid Mis .... Mu.n Mt.din 

<1l Cm UIJdmtand sciie:llltffic llsuo5 188 1 JM 4.(1() 
ql Ability to write effi!clively l~ " 1-99 4.00 
q3 Awiii l'Hdmg whem llOt reqniled 187 1 2-86 j,(J() 
q4 Cm me libmy databases 188 1 HJ6 4.(1() 
qS UlllimtoOO I1!U1111 far GE c:oorses 1~ 0 HO 4.00 
q6 Thi:Dk c.ultmW 1Fm1s are val.ua.b1e 18:9 0 HJ 4.00 
q? Nell'liUIH about lEilllling compmer programs 188 1 H/J 1.00 
qS Most GE tcbn ~whit s!iovld ¢11. 188 1 HS 4.(1() 
Q9 . . -· GRCOOl'Sff 1~ " V4 j,(1() 
CJ 10 Adv exnilined select GE courses mitinterests I~ " 1,g9 J.(J() 
qU Cmdi.dem ill abilirv m do 1~ " HO 4.(1() 
all Do.u'tthmk have math sti1h nece5511nrto advance 188 I 1.01 2.(1() 
aB A1lillff 5JOC sci c:omses to eve:m & life 187 1 1.fil 4.00 
al4 Wmkweimdi~wm:kfurce I~ 0 4.08 4.00 
cilS Imnt to m broader educ.111m rust maiar cirunes I~ " U6 4.(1() 
Q} 6 Lower level wril:m£ CODl5es 184 j ;u9 J.(1() 
ql 7 U11Per l\evel. wrmne: coune.s 186 j Ul 4.(1() 
ql a Scieutific u .. 186 j H6 3.(1() WlllSe!i 

ql9 SociaJAwm!llll!SS caimes 186 j J.17 1.00 
alO Cul1mi!I Emid!menf c.cJID'iti 18J 4 HJ j,(J() 
cill Duantmtiwstills 18.J 4 1.11 1.00 
cil2 Cmmmmiat:imJ. stills 18J 4 1.41 4.0ti 
a:B Race. EtlmKitv. Gender 186 j 117 3.0ti 
ql4 Global CamOou.saess 179 10 1.11 3.0ti 

Sbl. .Dtriaticm 
.!XJJ 
.61J 

1.310 
-~J 

1.119 
l.1ii6 
U6J 
I.OU 
l.<191 
l.2Jti 
I.OU 
um 
.UI 
.SH 

1.208 
1.101 
J.(l!J] 

J.01() 
J.(l!Jj 

U16 
l.079 
l.144 
l.110 
UH 
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Frequency Table 

qi Caa uaderstand scientific issues 

Cua!llhtivt - Pt!rnat VaJidl'erant Ptreol: ~ 

Sll'nMiv Disal!'n!!I! 4 .1.1 2.1 1.1 . !I 4~B 4.8 6.9 

Valid 
NeutraL'No Orrinion 43 11.I 12.!l 19.8 
Agree 90 47.6 47.9 77. 'l 
Sttm!gly Agree 41 11.1 123 lfXHJ 
Totll 188 99.J }()()}} 

Missimg Symm 1 .J 
Tottl 189 UXUJ 

q2 Ability to write effectively 

Cmamtive 
Freauean hrcn.t Valid hunt Ptn:af 

Strolll!l\• Disam!e J H u; 1.6 
DislEie 4 2.1 1.l 3.'l 

Valid 
Neu.tm/No OpimicJn " 17.;J 17.J 11.2 
Agree JOO JH JJ_Q 74.1 
Strongly Agre 49 13.!> 15.9 100.D 
Totll 1/J9 100.IJ 10ilf) 

) q3 A void readillg wllH not required 

Cuulativt 
F. P-en:fll.t '\'a.lid Percmt PKCnt 

Stttml>Iv Dis:aaee JS JU 2fH Jf H 
D~e J7 19.6 19.8 4fJ.1 

Valid NeutraL'No Ooimoo JO 16.J 16.7 66.8 
Agree JS 10 .. 1 w.s 87.1 
Sttmlgly Agree 24 11.'l 12.8 100.0 
Totll 187 ff.9 10fJ.(} 

Missmg System 2 1 .. 1 
Tottl JD lf)fJ.(J 

q4 Can me hnrary databases 

Cuulativt .... hrtfll.t Valid Pernn1 Pucn.t 
StIOI1£1v Dlsam!!! 1 1.6 1.5 Ui 
~ g 4.B 4.8 6.4 

Valid 
NeutraL'No Opinion J4 18.0 18.l 14.5 
Agree D 47.1 47.3 71.B 
Sttmlgly Agree SS 18.0 28.1 1001} 
Totll 188 99.J 100.0 

Mis.mag S')•s'll!m 1 .5 
Tottl 189 100.fJ 

) 
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qS Undet-stood reason for GE courses 

C1U11alative 
FT...,..., • .,,, Percot Valid Pm:Rt Ptn:at 

Stt0ll£!.\• D~ 12 u u 6.i 
Disal!'lel! 41 11.'1 2U 18.D 

Valid Neutrd•No Ooinioa J.6 J!IJ). l!UJ 47.J 
Al!ree 79 41.S 41..8 SS.9 
Sttoo.Elv~ 21 11.1 11.l 100.D 
'fo&nl 18-Q l()OJ) 100.f) 

q,6 T.hiak. cultural works an vaJnahle 

C-unldi.w 
FfHaeJIC'f Percot Valid.hrcat PHctaf 

:Stroo2lY Di!aim!e 10 H H H 
Disam!I! 17 !NJ u J.11.3 

Valid Neutt:l!lNo OoiniDa Ji 17:1) :no 41.3 
Mret 6;J 14.4 14.4 7J~'1 

:Stt01121.v Agree 46 14.3 2H 1()1).(I 

'folll 189 1()1).0 100.0 

q7 Nenrons about learning 1:ctmputer programs 

C11.111alative 

) 
- Percat Valid Ptn:mt Pl'Uellt .E'a 

~ynisagree SJ 1S.D 28.2 21.1 
Diserff 69 Jti.5 36.7 64.9 

Valid 
Neutral:No ODimoo 12 16.9 17.fJ 81.9 
Al!HI! 24 11.'l 1.2.S 94.i 
Smmdv.A!m!e if) J3 H 100.0 
Tola! .118 99.5 UJO.O 

Missm,; S:ystfm 1 .5 
Tot!! 189 100.0 

q,8 ~fast GE tthrs explained what should gain 

C11.111alative 
Fnmteacv .Pernat V Did Ptn:mt Pl'Uellt 

~y:Disaeree 9 u 4.8 4.S 
Disetee 29 153 H.4 10 ., 

·" 
Valid Neutrai/No Otrimoo. ;){) 16.J 26.6 46.S 

Aeree 82 43.4 41.6 90.4 
Stnm!tlv A2ret lit 9.J !1.6 l{)()J} 
Tola! JSS !19.5 100.f) 

Missing Sy>IND 1 .J 
Tot!! 189 1 ()()_() 
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q9 DiOiculty scheduling GE courses 

Cunlati.ve 
Frul'llUICV Pu' cot. VUidPercem Percat 

S110021VD~ 22 11.6 11.6 11.0 
Disal!:Ie 61 J:H JB 4J.IJ 

Valid Neutrlli'No Ollilliml 60 11.7 3U 76.'! 
A2ree j(J lJ.9 l:J.9 92.6 
.; .. ~.~ 14 '1.4 1.4 1()0.0 
Total 189 100.IJ 100.0 

qlO Adv oplained select GE courses sait interests. 

c:.mmn,-e 
FrHlllHKV Pu-cot Valid Percu.t Pim:at 

'Sttoo£lv Disa2ree j(J lJ.9 U-9 JH 
Disal!'.!ff J:J JU 1.8.J 14.4 

Valid NenttallNo OuiliWm 49 1J.9 2H ~.3 

Ai!ree .56 19.6 29.6 89.9 
:Sttmlltlv~ 19 JU 10.1 100.0 
TOii! 189 100.IJ JOOJJ 

qll Confide.nt in ability to do presf'ntatio:n 

C.malative 

) 
Fna11U1cv PHcot VUidPen:eat Perr at 

:S1rOllgl.y D~ s 4.2 ,1_1 4.2 
Di same 18 !U 9.J 13.8 

Valid NeunJ.!No 0Dinio111 48 1J.4 2J.4 39.2 
A- 81 4H 4H 83.1 
Sttomtlv Agree 31 16.9 1~ 100.IJ 
TOii! 189 100.fJ 100.0 

Camllllative 
Freaut11CT Percttt Valid Percmt hunt 

Stn>lU!l.v Dml~ee 68 Jfi.O Jti2 16.1 
Disutff 74 19.l 311.4 7J.J 

Vlllili :Neutr&l.We> Ominioo 29 lH lH !Jl.O 
A!!n!e 11 J.8 H 96.S 
Stm:n:21v~ 6 J.1 3.2 100.0 
TcMl.I 188 99.5 100.0 

.MislinJ!: svmm 1 .5 
Toital 189 100.0 
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qll Apply soc sci courses to events & life 

CIUllllbtiw - Percell.t Valid Pe:rcmf PHcot AO 

stmn;nv DisagJee IS J.1 1.2 u 
·-· 8 4.1 4.3 7.J 

Val'id Neutr&llNe> Omicion 36 19.6 2931 17.4 
Al!Iel! 100 Jl..9 JU 9U 
~v~ n 9.0 9.1 100.0 
TO!aJ 167 98.9 100.0 

Mmmg Sy•lllm 2 1.1 
Tota! 189 1()(}.(} 

ql4 Work wen in diverse workforce 

Cutlllatt\'4! 
Fncmocv hrcot \tuat Pscfllt PHnllf 

S1IOll2lV D~ J 2.6 :H 1.6 
DiSlll!lH J .u 1.6 4.2 

Villid NeutrlliNo ODillicm 21 1 J.(j 11.6 1.5.9 
A2ree JOO Jl.9 JH 68.I 
Stroogly Agree J9 Jl.2 11-1 l<N>.(I 
Totll 189 100.0 100.0 

ql5 Impt to get broader edac: daan just major courses 

CDlla.lative 
Fr~ hrcot \tuatPsc.at Ptrcaf 

S1IolUtiV D~ 16 .!l'.J lJ.5 1 . .5 
Disa~ 2(} .JD.6 lo.6 19.D 

Villid NeutrlliNo Oniniom 41 11.'l 2V 41J.7 
A1!n!@ 66 JO JH 7.i.7 
Strooitlv AEn!I!' 46 14.J 243 100.IJ 
Total 189 100.D 100.0 

ql6 1.-0wer level writmg courses 

C11111lllam·e 
F..-iu:v Pen mt Valid Pe:ru•t Pm:ut 

No c:Oll1ribulloo 18 9.J u 9.!J 
2 16 8.J '~? 18.J 

V&lm 
; 66 J4.9 JH U.J 
4 61 12.S !H.1 B!J.O 
Vil!IV wm1h'lldriJe n 11.6 no 100.0 
Tutal 181/- 97.4 100.0 

Missing Sysni. J 2.6 
Total 18.9 100.IJ 
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) ql 7 Upper level writiai; cour.ses 

C1111111Imr~ 

F Per cat Valid Pernllt Percent 
No omlribu.tioo. 11 6.1 u 6.5 
'.l 18 9.J 9.7 16.1 

Valid 3 JJ 18.D .2U #.6 
4 7(J J7.(J .ru 81.3 
V erv 11111rthwlrile jJ 17.J 17.7 100.0 
Total 186 98.4 100.0 

Missing Syseem. J 1.6 
Tatal 189 l<JD.(J 

q18 Scientific Undentandiag oonrtts 

Cun~ 
F. Percat \Talid Pernat Percent 

No omlJibu.tioo. 10 H JA H 
2 19 10.1 10.2 15.6 

Valid 
3 7S J9.'l 4()3 519 
4 JS Jt>.7 JU 87.1 
Very 11111rthwlie 24 1.2.'l JU 100.lJ 
Total 186 95.4 100.0 

Missing Sysaem J 1.6 
Total 189 l<JD.(J 

) qlj Social Awarenes.s courses 

Cunlativt 
Fl'Mlll!JICY Pere at Valid Peruat Percent 

No omlribu.tioo. 10 H JA H 
'.l j!J 10.1 lfU 15.8 

Valid 3 jJ 18.(J 18.J 54.1 
4 fil JH 32-8 87.J 
Very worthwhile 24 12.'l 11.9 100.() 
Total 186 98.4 100.0 

Missing System J 1.6 
Tatal 189 l<JD.O 

q20 Cultural Enrichment courses 

C1111111ktiv• 
F Percut Valid Peruat Percent 

No amtn'bu.tioo. 13 7.9 8.1 ti.1 
2 25 12.1 114 W.J 
3 66 J4.9 jj] 36.1 

Valid 4 .n 17.J 18.l SH 
Very worthwhile 29 1.H lJ.7 100.() 
Total 185 97.9 100.0 

Missing Sysaem 4 .2.1 
Total 189 l<JD.O 
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q2l Quantitative skills 

C....iat:iff 
F. hr cot Valid Percn.t Perrot 

No c:ot'JlribuOOIJ. 18 9.3 9] 9.'1 
2 24 12.7 LlO 11.'1 

Valid 3 79 41.8 41.7 65.4 
4 45 1.U :RU 89.7 
Vmy wanhwhile 19 llH JU lfNUJ 
TDtal 185 9'1.9 10fl0 

MUsiDg Sysll!m 4 2.1 
Totll 189 100.(J 

q22 Com.milllkaOon.skills 

C1111111Wir~ - hunt Valid Percn.t Putut Jr I 

No amtribwlion 17 9.D !U 9.1 
2 18 9.5 9.7 lU 

Valid 3 :iO 16.J 17.0 45.9 
4 71 37.6 j/J.4 84.J 
Vey wanhwlrile 29 JH Jj] 100.0 
TDtal 18J 97.9 100 .. 0 

Mming Sys El. 4 2.1 
Totll 189 100.(J 

) q23 Race, Etlmicity, Gender 

C•malat:We 
Fr-•CT Ptn:ot Valid Pe.rcu.t hrcot 

No c:ClfJlribulioo 26 lH 14.0 14.0 
2 25 11.1 11.4 16.3 

Valid 3 J7 JD.1 J0 .. 6 57.(J 
4 u 18.0 19.0 86.0 
Vey wanhwhile 26 lH 14.0 100.0 
Total 186 98.4 100.0 

Mi~ Syslem ; 1.6 
TCltll 189 100.IJ 

q24 Global Comcious1ttss 

Cwmwlativ~ - Pe.rent Valid Percn.t hr<Ht 
No amtributioo 18 !>.S 10.l l(J.1 
2 21 12.2 11.8 11.9 
3 :iB j(),'1 11.il JH Valid 4 61 31.8 14.6 89.9 
Vey worthwhile Ill 9.3 10.1 I 00.0 
Total 179 94.7 100.0 

Mming Sys1et11 10 .H 
Total 189 100.0 
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Q2 Please '* tM folawing illH5 al tM gen ed cuniculum in its conlrilulion to your edul:itian fRlln 1 to 
5, wllere t ~no contribution md 5 R!fllHents itwn verywortlawhile. 

1 2 J ' 5 
UL l.Gllerlewllliingcau1'511.!5(ENGL1m. r r r r (' 
a.Gl..250 ar211) 
17. Upper lewl ..q ClllDl!5 (ENGl.321. r r r r r 
31t.ar325) 
18. Sc:ieniii: lhlel!itnq auses r r r r r 
19. ~ Mlnness CD151!5 r (' r r (' 

211.. Culbil Enridm!nt C11U!i1!5 r (' r r r 
21. QiriWive Sills (MATH115 ar r r r r r 
MA1H117) 
22. Cannunicafian sWls (O<lilU105 Ill" r r r (' (' 
CDW121) 
23. Raae, Elmicir. illll Gender r r r r r 
24. QJbill CmicD&les5 (' (' r (' (' 

Q3 PIYse use this space for additional comments. 

) 

Think you for YG&a" tine 111d feedblclc.. 

) 
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Open Ended Comments from General Education - Bachelor's Survey 

I think advisors should make sure that they tell students that they have to take 40 credits of 300+ 
level classes because lots of students don't realize that they are below the 40 credit mark until 
it's too late and they don't graduate. 

I would have enjoyed an Anthropology minor. 

Overall, good gen ed program except cultural, social, race & global consciousness often blend 
together and leaving out one or the other that it actually addresses screws over some kids. 

I think there should be more of a basic math required for some of the majors. Not many 
professions are gonna need you to explain "X". There should be a math class that teaches more 
of the basics-that incorporates filing abilities. 

#6: I don't think others should be forced to take classes in art, etc. though. As an advertising 
major, science classes are bogus. 
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General Education Survey: Associates In Applied Science 

In April 2008, surveys for Associate students were distributed to the Colleges of 
Technology, Allied Health Sciences, Business, Education and Human Services, and Arts and 
Sciences to be administered in final year courses in two year degree programs. Of the surveys 
distributed, 161 were returned. The results were not inconsistent with the results obtained at the 
end of four year programs. 

Most students were very confident in their general abilities to understand science, write 
for their employers, use library databases, learn new computer programs, use quantitative skills, 
make presentations, and apply social science knowledge. Student confidence, especially in 
writing skills, is greater than that reflected in faculty surveys. Much research on education and 
other areas of knowledge tend to show that students with weaker skills are more likely to have 
excessive sense of their capabilities while students with better skills often underestimate their 
abilities. Given this, student self assessment of their abilities, while valuable, should not be 
treated as a direct measure of their real abilities. 

Students in associate degree programs take significantly fewer general education than 
students in B.S./B.A. programs. They also see general education as less valuable, with more than 
20% of students finding general education courses as making very little or no contribution. 
Students were most likely to see quantitative skills courses as making a significant contribution 
(50%), followed by writing (40%). Strangely only 23% of the students did not think it important 
to get an education broader than their career area. 

Only 29% of the respondents indicated difficulty scheduling general education courses. It 
is good that 51 % of the respondents thought that their advisors helped them select general 
education that would be valuable for them; however, this is an area that could be improved. 
Similarly only 54% of respondents thought their general education faculty explained the reason 
for their course, another area for improvement. 
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Alumni and Employer Surveys 

Because alumni and employers have less incentive to complete and return a survey 
exclusively on general education, the following data were compiled from randomly selected 
Program Review Reports from within the last three years. In general, the data show that 
employers are generally satisfied with the general education knowledge skills of students and 
value communication and quantitative skills. Alumni who responded had responses consistent 
with the NSSE data. They judged themselves as well prepared. Since most of the questions 
framed general education in terms of its relevance to employment, not the exclusive goal of 
Ferris' general education program, this data cannot be generalized to other roles for general 
education. 

General Education Area 

Written Communication 
Oral Presentation 
Mathematical skills 
Computer Software 
Critical Thinking 
Use Information 
Project Management 
Environmental issues 
Ethical action 
Teammember 
Works with diversity 

Employer Satisfaction with Preparation 
Out of a 5 point scale where 5 is highest 

Construction 
Management 

3.8 
3.0 

4.5 

4.7 

Facilities 
Management 
Section 2-14 

4.0 
3.83 
4.20 

4.17 
4.33 

4.0 
4.5 
4.33 
4.5 

Employer Surveys that rank Priorities 

General Business Two Year Degree on a 5 point scale (Section 3-1 ). 

Skills 
Oral 
Verbal 
Team 
Writing 
Interpersonal 
Computer 
Decision Making 
Analyzing 
Social 
Quantitative 
Leadership 
Cultural 

Mean on 5 point scale 
4.67 
4.67 
4.67 
4.50 
5.5 
4.33 
4.17 
3.83 
3.67 
3.4 
3.17 
3.0 

Recreational, 
Leadership, and 
Management 
(3-2) 
3.5 
4.0 

4.0 
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Scientific 
Financial 

BS Product Design Engineering Technology 

2.5 
2.33 

Communication received the highest priority by employers OP ' 

Muc;i'.:' Tndustrv Mm1 "~ __ .. ...,ut on a 5 point scale (p. 21) 

Arca 
Communication Interpersonal 
Communication Written 
Business Ethics 
Economics (social awareness area) 
Musical Knowledge (cultural enrichment) 

Mean out of a 5 point scale 
5.0 
4.4 
4.4 
2.5 
3.8 

From the samples, both oral and written communication are ranked as important, as are 
team work, computer skills, and critical thinking. Areas such as economics (a social science 
requirement for Business), cultural awareness and scientific understanding are ranked lower, not 
surprisingly since these areas are not required as a job related skill. In general Ferris graduates 
are scored high by employers in their proficiency in general skills areas. Writing 
competency scores vary across programs which may be a function of differing expectations 
of employers or variation in the experiences of different groups. It might be useful if 
programs who have employer means below 4.0 contact the Department Languages and 
Literature to more carefully determine the source of the problem and possible solutions. 
For example, Construction Management satisfies the upper level writing requirement with WIC. 
Better connections between WIC faculty and faculty in the Department of Languages and 
Literature may or may not be helpful in rising writing performance. 

75 



) 

) 

Alumni Satisfaction with Preparation 

General Education Area Construction Facilities HVACR (page 
Management Management 3) Second mean 

Section 2-14 importance to 
job 

Written Communication 4.0 4.0 3.93 I 4.52 
Oral Presentation 4.0 4.09 4.014.89 
Mathematical skills 3.74 4.15/4.22 
Computer Software 4.5 4.0 
Critical Thinking 4.18 
Use Information 4.24 
Project Management 4.0 
Environmental issues 3.69 
Ethical action 4.35 
Team member 4.52 
Works with diversity 4.24 
Physics 3.0 

BS Advertising on a three part scale here represented as percentages (II-A-3). 

Skill Area Excellent 
Written Communication 62.5% 
Oral Communication 62.5% 
Presentation Skills 75% 
Research and Library Skills 62.5% 
Computer Skills 37.5% 
Ethical Behavior 50% 
Creative Problem Solving 50% 
Critical Thinking 50% 

Neutral 
37.5% 
37.5% 
25% 
25% 
37.5% 
25% 
12.5% 

Poor 

12.%% 
25% 
25% 
37.5% 
50% 
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Recreation Leadership and Management (2-11) Educational experience contribution to growth. 

Very 
Skill Area Much Somewhat Very Little None 
Using the internet 26% 38% 26% 9% 
Writing effectively 50% 32% 18% 
Speaking effectively 56% 35% 6% 3% 
Understanding written information 35% 47% 18% 
Working independently 53% 35% 12% 
Learning on your own 47% 47% 6% 
Using the library 41% 35% 21% 3% 
Working cooperatively 85% 12% 3% 
Organizing time 44% 41% 16% 
Planning and carrying out projects 56% 44% 
Applying mathematics in daily 
activities 12% 47% 38% 3% 
Defining and solving problems 56% 35% 9% 
Understanding different cultures 35% 56% 9% 
Working with a variety of people 74% 26% 
Using computers and technology 35% 41% 18% 6% 

Manufacturing Engineering Technology perceived relevance to work. 

Technical Reports and 
Pre sen ta tons 
Communication 
Math level 

Highly 
Relevant 
25% 

100% 
25% 

Relevant Somewhat Not 
Relevant Relevant 

75% 

75% 

Similar to employers, graduates in general identify the relevance of communication, math, 
information literacy, and critical thinking skills. In the context of employment, they do not 
see the relevance of scientific understanding, social awareness, or cultural enrichment, but 
these general education areas are not defined in the general education curriculum as 
employment skills. It should be some concern that a number of advertising graduates felt that 
their preparation was poor in computer skills, ethical behavior, creative problem solving, and 
critical thinking. Similarly more than twenty-five percent of the RLM students did not feel the 
program, with some confusion between the contributions of the program and general education, 
made much contribution in using the internet, using the library, and applying mathematics in 
daily activities. Again this is an area that merits further investigation since it is not consistent 
with NSSE data and may either be a function of the wording of the questions which asked about 
the contribution of the program or something distinctive about their educational experience. 
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Ferris State University NSSE Data 

Ferris State University through Student Services routinely collects data on student 
engagement using the nationally normed NSSE instrument in a survey of first year students and 
seniors. The data in this report is based on surveys conducted in 2006. The report based on the 
survey effectively compares Ferris State University students' responses with selected peers and 
Carnegie schools in general and NSSE data as a whole. In general, Ferris State University 
students' assessment of their general education gains are consistent with those from other 
institutions. The following pages include the detailed compilation of survey results from the 
NSSE appropriate to general education. Those responses specific to different general education 
outcomes will be also presented with other assessment data in specific sections for each 
outcome. To effectively set the pages in sections on specific outcomes, Ferris students will only 
be compared with students from select peer institutions. For the complete report, readers are 
referred to the following complete compilation 

General Education as a Whole 

Ferris Seniors are consistent in considering the institution as contributing quite a bit and very 
much (77%) with the acquiring of a broad general education with students from selected peers (83%.). 
Still Ferris First Year students (28%) and Seniors (23%) are more likely that First Year students (23%) 
and Seniors (21%) at other institutions to see Ferris as contributing very little or only some in acquiring 
a broad general education. Ferris results are even greater in its difference from the total NSSE average 
for First Year Students (20%) and Seniors (17%). 

First Year Students Seniors 
Ferris FY Select Peers Ferris SN Select Peers 

Acquiring a broad Very little 76 3% 98 3% 3% 
general education 

Some 587 20% 608 18% 14% 
Quite a bit 1399 47% 1461 42% 39% 
Very much 901 30% 1206 38% 44% 

Total 2963 #### 3373 #### #### 

The data does demonstrate that most students do see Ferris as contributing to their broad general 
education. The greater than the mean of those who do not see Ferris as making much of a 
contribution could either be a result of their perception of the impact of general education 
curriculum or a reflection of a less positive attitude toward general education confirmed by other 
data and mentioned in multiple North Central reports based on site visits. The data suggests that 
an effort needs to be made to increase the explanation of the role and value of general education 
and how general education courses meet general education objectives. An effort in the College of 
Arts and Sciences to increase the inclusion of general education outcomes on general education 
courses and a more explicit discussion of the value of the course in achieving general education 
goals may play a positive role. Similarly course assessment of the impact of the course on 
achieving general education outcomes may further enhance student appreciation of the 
institutional impact on general education. 
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Coordinated Report of the NSSE 2006 Data 

Below is the NSSE data analyzed into general education areas. 
First Year Seniors 

Reading 
Ferris FY selected peers Carnegie p. NSSE2006 Ferris SN selected peers Carnegie p. NSSE 2006 

f. Come to class Never 583 20% 4,309 25% 28,787 22% 524 15% 3,222 21% 23,562 18% 
without 
completing Sometimes 1905 57% 11,309 59% 78,116 59% 2164 58% 10,236 60% 77,094 59% 
readings or Often 573 16% 2,257 12% 16,558 14% 676 18% 2,322 13% 18,753 16% 
assignments Very often 252 7% 923 5% 6,957 6% 345 9% 1,052 6% 8,625 7% 

Total 3313 #### 18,798 #### 130,418 #### 3709 #### 16,832 #### 128,034 #### 

3a. Number of 
assigned 
textbooks, 
books, or 
book-length 
packs of 
course 
readings None 19 1% 77 1% 643 1% 53 2% 192 1% 1,356 1% 

Between 1-4 475 20% 3,086 22% 20,584 20% 944 27% 3,958 27% 29,720 26% 
Between 5-

10 1333 43% 7,264 42% 49,230 43% 1397 39% 6,348 39% 46,870 39% 
Between 11-

20 903 26% 4,946 25% 34,196 25% 672 20% 3,480 19% 27,209 21% 
More than 

20 346 10% 2,199 11% 16,464 11% 446 13% 2,276 13% 17,820 13% 

Total 3076 #### 17,572 #### 121,117 #### 3512 #### 16,254 #### 122,975 #### 
b. Number of 

books read on 
your own (not 
assigned) for 
personal 
enjoyment or 
academic 
enrichment None 827 28% 4,172 24% 29,026 25% 783 23% 3,204 20% 23,910 20% 

Between 1-4 1642 51% 9,835 56% 67,846 55% 1841 51% 8,870 54% 66,870 54% 
Between 5-

10 398 13% 2,257 13% 15,859 13% 526 15% 2,592 16% 19,760 16% 
Between 11-

20 116 4% 722 4% 4,476 4% 189 6% 851 5% 6,508 5% 
More than 

20 93 3% 593 3% 3,943 3% 172 5% 739 5% 5,952 5% 
Total 3076 #### 17,579 #### 121,150 #### 3511 #### 16,256 #### 123,000 #### 
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p. Discussed 
ideas from 
your readings 
or classes with 
faculty 
members 
outside of 
class N-. 1470 47% ?,3,35. 41% 50,471 43% .I Illi 34% .. ~.110 26% .g}41 28% 

::; .. ·• 

1203 37% 7,260 40% 49,?78 39% 

r :~~ 
43% 7,697 46% 56,921 45% 

332 11% 2,370 13% 16,688 13% 15% 2,948 18% 22,669 17% 
129 4% 982 6% 7,017 5% 8% 1,70~ 10% 12,888 9% 

Total .. . .. 3134 #### 17,947 #### 123,954 #### #### 16,457 #### 124,819 #### 

Discussed ideas Never 208 7% 1,123 7% 7,638 7% 172 5% 553 4% 4,510 4% 
from your readings 

Sometimes 1230 40% 6,736 37% 45,288 38% 1272 37% 5,247 33% 39,651 33% or classes with 
others outside of Often 1083 35% 6,318 36% 43,927 35% 1327 36% 6,398 39% 47,350 38% 
class (students, Very often 578 19% 3,554 20% 25,423 20% 780 23% 4,169 25% 32,396 25% family members, 
co-workers, etc.) Total 3099 #### 17,731 #### 122,276 #### 3551 #### 16,367 #### 123,907 #### 
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Writing 

Prepared two or 
more drafts of 
a paper or 
assignment before 
turning it in 

Worked on a paper 
or project that 
required integrating 
ideas or information 
from various 
sources 

Number of written 
papers or reports of 
20 pages or more 

Number of written 
papers or reports 
between 5 and 19 
pages 

Never 

Sometimes 
Often 

Very often 

Never 

Sometimes 
Often 
Very often 

None 

Total 

Total 

Between 1-4 

Between 5-10 
Between 11-20 
Morethan20 

Total 

None 
Between 1-4 
Between 5-10 
Between 11-20 
Morethan20 

Total 

Ferris FY 

'---" 

First Year Students 
Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

563 16% 
ll05 32% 
1027 32% 
620 20% 

3315 #### 

80 
809 

1509 
916 

3% 
24% 
45% 
28% 

2,422 12% 17,230 13% 
6,067 32% 41,902 31% 
6,193 33% 42,lll 32% 
4,128 24% 29,287 23% 

18,810 #### 130,530 #### 

353 
3,990 
8,660 
5,804 

2% 
22% 
45% 
31% 

2,736 
28,086 

58,778 
40,922 

3% 
22% 
44% 
31% 

3314 #### 18,807 #### 130,522 #### 

2464 80% 14,485 79% 100,716 82% 
499 15% 2,382 14% 15,762 13% 

67 3% 394 4% 2,549 3% 
24 /% 167 /% 1,148 /% 
22 /% 148 /% 955 1% 

3076 #### 17,576 #### 121,130 #### 

346 14% 1,950 13% 14,147 14% 
1650 53% 9,397 53% 62,697 53% 
842 26% 4,747 26% 33,363 25% 
196 6% 1,192 6% 9,030 7% 
43 2% 289 2% 1,907 /% 

3077 #### 17,575 #### 121,144 #### 

Ferris SN 
Seniors 

Select Peers Carnegie P. 
725 18% 2,704 15% 

1487 40% 6,507 37% 
922 26% 4,502 28% 

J 

NSSE2006 
20,767 16% 
49,260 38% 
34,002 27% 

578 17% 3,140 20% 24,ll4 19% 
3712 #### 16,853 #### 128,143 #### 

42 
562 

1537 
1574 

1% 
15% 
41% 
43% 

123 
1,920 

6,640 
8,162 

1% 
12% 
39% 
48% 

1,208 
15,435 

49,954 
61,525 

1% 
13% 
40% 
46% 

3715 #### 16,845 #### 128,122 #### 

1774 
1487 

172 
33 
49 

3515 

275 

1539 
1122 
425 
153 

51% 
42% 
5% 
1% 
1% 

#### 

8% 
43% 
32% 
13% 
4% 

7,678 
7,338 

880 
182 
178 

16,256 

1,198 
6,826 
5,473 
1,985 

772 

49% 
43% 

6% 
1% 
1% 

#### 

8% 
45% 
32% 
ll% 
4% 

57,336 48% 
55,298 43% 

7,267 6% 
1,666 1% 
1,435 /% 

123,002 #### 

9,367 9% 
51,405 44% 
41,227 32% 
15,264 JJ% 

5,731 4% 
3514 #### 16,254 #### 122,994 #### 
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Writing Continued 

Number of written 
papers or reports of 
fewer than 5 pages 

None 
Between 1-4 
Between 5-10 
Between 11-20 

Morethan20 
Total 

'-._,/ 

First Year 
Ferris FY Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

<$%. 55 2% 394 3% 2,991 3% 
ij2%i 

c/,';" 
853 31% 4,807 31% 33,721 31% ,)·a .. 1075 35% 6,133 34% 
713 22% 4,081 21% 

42,259 34% 
27,082 21% 

381 11% 2,160 11% 15,084 11% 
3077 #### 17,575 #### 121,137 #### 

Ferris SN 
Seniors 

Select Peers Carnegie P. 
137 4% 827 6% 

1086 32% 5,004 34% 
1005 28% 4,645 28% 
655 18% 3,203 18% 
631 17% 2,574 15% 

3514 #### 16,253 #### 

.._/ 

NSSE2006 
7,210 7% 

39,767 34% 

34,832 28% 
22,623 17% 
18,555 14% 

122,987 #### 

Measure of Institutional Effectiveness (How much the students see the university as contributing) 

Writing clearly and 
effectively 

Speech 

Very little 
Some 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Total 

Measure of Institutional Effectiveness 

Speaking clearly and 
effectively 

Made a class 
presentation 

Very little 
Some 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Never 
Sometimes 
Often 
Very often 

Total 

Total 

208 8% 746 5% 5,545 6% 
842 27% 3,739 22% 26,011 23% 

1162 39% 7,048 42% 47,589 41% 
753 26% 5,208 31% 36,259 30% 

2965 #### 16,741 #### 115,404 #### 

345 12% 
987 32% 

1047 36% 
586 21% 

2965 #### 

435 15% 
1961 56% 
745 23% 
176 6% 

3317 #### 

1,339 8% 10,150 10% 
4,730 28% 33,476 29% 
6,553 39% 43,484 37% 
4,116 26% 28,278 24% 

16,738 #### 115,388 #### 

2,134 12% 
10,261 51% 
5,038 28% 
1,380 8% 

18,813 #### 

17,349 
71,243 
32,657 
9,319 

130,568 

16% 
53% 
24% 

7% 
#### 

200 6% 579 4% 4,729 4% 
846 22% 3,038 20% 22,881 20% 

1365 41% 6,042 38% 45,822 39% 
962 31% 6,134 38% 45,643 36% 

3373 #### 15,793 #### 119,075 #### 

245 7% 
1021 28% 
1278 39% 
829 26% 

3373 #### 

160 
1381 
1366 
808 

3715 

4% 
37% 
37% 
22% 
#### 

693 5% 6,329 6% 
3,560 23% 27,184 24% 
6,034 38% 45,071 38% 
5,505 34% 40,488 32% 

15,792 #### 119,072 #### 

535 
5,139 
6,756 
4,417 

16,847 

4% 
31% 
39% 
26% 
#### 

5,022 
41,271 
49,207 
32,658 

128,158 
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Cultural Enrichment First Year 
Ferris FY Selected P. Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

Attended an art 
exhibit, gallery, 
play, dance, or other 
theater perfonnance 

Foreign language 
coursework 

Never 

Sometimes 

Often 

Very often 

Total .•••. :!Z!~~~:'. 

Have not decided 

Do not plan to do 

Plan to do 

Done 
Total 

Institutional Effectiveness 

Attending campus 
events and activities 
(special speakers, 
cultural 
perfonnances, 
athletic events, etc.) 

Understanding 
yourself 

Developing a 
personal code 
of values and ethics 

Very little 

Some 

Quite a bit 

Very much 
Total 

Very little 

Some 

Quite a bit 
Very much 

Very little 
Some 

Quite a bit 

Very much 

Total 

Total 

644 

1586 

540 

288 

3058 

28% 

47% 
15% 

9% 

#### 

505 18% 

916 31% 

819 28% 

4,064 

8,017 

3,422 

1,930 

17,433 

28% 

44% 
18% 

10% 

#### 

3,105 20% 

4,643 28% 

5,523 32% 

27,766 

55,760 
23,341 

13,314 

120,181 

27% 

45% 

18% 

10% 

#### 

20,601 19% 

30,870 28% 
36,883 31% 

789 23% 3,911 20% 30,078 22% 
3029 #### 17,182 #### 118,432 #### 

232 

912 

1188 

658 
2990 

13% 
32% 

36% 
19% 
#### 

16% 
29% 

35% 

21% 

1,394 12% 

4,232 27% 

6,851 37% 

4,407 24% 
16,884 #### 

1,864 12% 
4,740 28% 

6,076 35% 
3,928 25% 

9,530 11% 
29,419 28% 

45,882 37% 
31,711 24% 

116,542 #### 

12,766 12% 
32,113 28% 

41,569 35% 

27,936 24% 

433 

873 
1042 

583 
2931 #### . }6-'~-Q~ ___ #!f##. __ IJ~,}~~---t:t:f±±I 

520 19% 2,342 15% 16,174 16% 
1000 33% 5,078 31% 34,507 31% 

895 30% 5,566 33% 37,672 32% 
517 17% 3,615 21% 26,000 21% 

2932 #### l_~,~Q!___ #### --· !_1_4,_3~~-· _jljf!I_#. 

'--' 

Seniors 
Ferris FY Selected P. Carnegie P. 

1068 

1703 

466 

250 

3487 

32% 

47% 
14% 

7% 
#### 

227 7% 

1616 47% 
217 6% 

4,638 

7,455 

2,462 

1,599 

16,154 

32% 

45% 

14% 

9% 
#### 

1,150 9% 

6,572 43% 

1,128 8% 

NSSE 2006 
35,049 

55,943 

19,266 

12,003 

122,261 

31% 

45% 

14% 

9% 
#### 

9,092 8% 

49,767 42% 

8,949 8% 
1391 39% 7,184. 40% 53,394 41% 

3451 #### 16,034 #### 121,202 #### 

390 13% 
1201 37% 

1280 35% 

533 15% 
3404 #### 

531 16% 

1,929 15% 
4,955 33% 

5,934 35% 

3,060 18% 
15,878 #### 

15,373 
37,157 

43,078 

24,170 
119,778 

1,611 11% 13,299 

15% 

33% 

35% 
18% 
#### 

929 28% 3,862 25% 29,164 
13% 
25% 

33% 

29% 
#### 

1083 31% 5,352 33% 39,676 
808 25% 4,908 31% 36,336 

.-3-3-JL.Jl.#.#_L_1_5, 73_3 __ .lt#.#.# __ .!J.!!,~7J 

641 

1055 
1018 

637 
3351 

19% 
31% 

30% 

20% 

2,165 15% 
4,398 28% 

4,932 31% 

4,241 26% 

17,340 16% 

32,600 28% 

36,066 29% 
32,455 26% 

#### __ l.5.,Z3-§. .. ~~#. .. 1!~,±6_!__ #### 
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Race Ethnicity and Gender 
First Years Seniors 

Ferris FY Selected P. Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 Ferris FY Select P. Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 
Had serious Never 489 15% 3,264 20% 19,628 17% 444 12% 2,230 14% 15,489 13% 
conversations with 
students of a Sometimes 1064 33% 6,369 34% 42,391 34% 1270 34% 6,211 37% 44,883 35% 
different race or Often 818 27% 4,391 25% 31,583 26% 972 28% 4,308 27% 33,150 27% 
ethnicity than your 
own 

Very often 731 24% 3,703 20% 28,655 23% 867 26% 3,605 22% 30,324 25% 
Total 3102 #### 17,727 #### 122,257 #### 3553 #### 16,354 #### 123,846 #### 

Had serious Never 319 12% 1,915 14% 12,608 12% 304 9% 1,475 //% 11,082 10% 
conversations with 
students who are Sometimes 1046 33% 6,168 34% 40,692 34% 1271 35% 5,868 36% 43,260 35% 
very different from Often 907 29% 5,274 29% 36,095 29% 1073 30% 4,984 30% 37,269 30% 
you in terms of their Very often 830 26% 4,380 23% 32,878 26% 904 26% 4,027 23% 32,243 26% 
religious beliefs, 
political opinions, or 
personal values Total 3102 #### 17,737 #### 122,273 #### 3552 #### 16,354 #### 123,854 #### 

Institutional Effectiveness 

Encouraging contact Very little 382 15% 2,324 15% 15,750 15% 711 19% 2,870 19% 22,926 20% 
among students from 

Some 950 34% 5,594 33% 38,605 34% 1264 36% 5,937 37% 43,537 36% different economic, 
social, and racial or Quite a bit 972 30% 5,445 32% 37,256 32% 927 29% 4,433 28% 33,074 27% 
ethnic backgrounds Very much 686 21% 3,529 21% 24,939 20% 501 16% 2,642 17% 20,236 16% 

Total 2990 #### 16,892 #### 116,550 #### 3403 #### 15,882 #### 119,773 #### 
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Computer Literacy First Year Students Seniors 
Ferris FY Select Peers Carnegie Peers NSSE 2006 Ferris SN Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE2006 

Used an electronic Never 428 16% 2,851 18% 18,827 16% 384 II% 1,891 12% 13,935 II% 
medium (listserv, 

Sometimes 925 29% 5,855 32% 38,258 30% 1026 29% 4,669 28% 34,325 27% chat group, Internet, 
instant messaging, Often 917 28% 4,941 27% 34,245 27% 962 26% 4,465 27% 33,497 27% 
etc.) to discuss or Very often 863 26% 4,307 23% 32,652 27% 1215 34% 5,433 33% 43,080 35% 
complete an 
assignment Total 3133 #### 17,954 #### 123,982 #### 3587 #### 16,458 #### 124,837 #### 

Used e-mail to Never 59 4% 339 4% 2,365 3% 24 1% 127 1% 945 1% 
communicate with an 
instructor Sometimes 821 29% 4,270 27% 28,958 26% 563 17% 2,624 18% 18,617 17% 

Often 1183 35% 6,801 36% 45,951 36% 1147 32% 5,314 33% 39,337 32% 
Very often 1073 32% 6,541 32% 46,707 34% 1852 50% 8,392 48% 65,948 50% 

Total 3136 #### 17,951 #### 123,981 #### 3586 #### 16,457 #### 124,847 #### 

Institutional Effectiveness 

Using computing and Very little 160 6% 992 6% 7,007 6% 118 4% 573 4% 4,377 4% 
information 
technology Some 648 24% 3,924 23% 26,309 22% 563 17% 2,701 17% 20,523 17% 

Quite a bit 1059 35% 6,484 37% 42,998 37% 1162 35% 5,569 35% 41,198 34% 
Very much 1097 34% 5,339 34% 39,077 35% 1529 44% 6,947 45% 52,974 45% 

Total 2964 #### 16,739 #### 115,391 #### 3372 #### 15,790 #### 119,072 #### 

Using computers in Very little 74 4% 363 2% 2,424 2% 53 2% 255 2% 1,986 2% 
academic work 

Some 333 13% 2,306 14% 15,076 13% 281 9% 1,424 9% 10,814 9% 
Quite a bit 959 34% 6,226 36% 40,333 34% 944 29% 4,710 30% 34,723 29% 
Very much 1626 50% 8,004 47% 58,760 50% 2129 61% 9,499 59% 72,324 60% 

Total 2992 #### 16,899 #### 116,593 #### 3407 #### 15,888 #### 119,847 #### 
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Global Consciousness First Year Students Seniors 
Ferris FY Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE2006 Ferris SN Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE2006 

Foreign language Have not decided 505 18% 3,105 20% 20,601 19% 227 7% 1,150 9% 9,092 8% 
coursework 

Do not plan to do 916 31% 4,643 28% 30,870 28% 1616 47% 6,572 43% 49,767 42% 
Plan to do 819 28% 5,523 32% 36,883 3/% 217 6% 1,128 8% 8,949 8% 
Done 789 23% 3,911 20% 30,078 22% 1391 39% 7,184 40% 53,394 4/% 

Total 3029 #### 17,182 #### 118,432 #### 3451 #### 16,034 #### 121,202 #### 

Study abroad Have not decided 950 32% 5,058 31% 33,934 30% 384 12% 1,646 12% 13,682 13% 

Do not plan to do 888 32% 4,461 29% 30,295 29% 2420 70% 10,396 66% 77,456 65% 
Plan to do 1135 35% 7,320 38% 51,529 39% 238 7% 1,136 8% 8,762 8% 
Done 55 2% 336 3% 2,651 3% 411 //% 2,852 14% 21,251 15% 

Total 3028 #### 17,175 #### 118,409 #### 3453 #### 16,030 #### 121,151 #### 

Quantitative Skills 
Institutional Effectiveness 

Analyzing Very little 213 9% 1,112 6% 7,604 7% 218 7% 859 6% 6,300 5% 
quantitative 

Some 828 32% 4,662 28% 30,796 27% 777 23% 3,711 23% 27,259 23% problems 
Quite a bit 1124 35% 6,796 40% 45,803 39% 1234 37% 5,742 36% 43,234 37% 
Very much 793 25% 4,156 26% 31,085 27% 1138 33% 5,475 35% 42,186 35% 

Total 2958 #### 16,726 #### 115,288 #### 3367 #### 15,787 #### 118,979 #### 
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Life Long Learning 
Collaboration 

Worked with other 
students 
on projects during 
class 

Worked with 
classmates outside 
of class to prepare 
class assignments 

Never 
Sometimes 
Often 

Very often 

Never 

Sometimes 
Often 
Very often 

Total 

Total 

Institutional Effectiveness 
Working effectively 
with others 

Very little 

Some 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Total 

Ferris FY 
First Year Students 

Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

384 JJ% 2,058 11% 15,876 12% 
1420 45% 8,801 45% 61,141 46% 
1098 33% 6,100 33% 40,818 32% 
410 12% 1,841 12% 12,637 10% 

3312 #### 18,800 #### 130,472 #### 

395 17% 2,112 13% 15,731 15% 
1282 42% 8,532 45% 58,254 45% 
1081 28% 6,017 31% 40,674 29% 
556 13% 2,152 ll% 15,881 11% 

3314 #### 18,813 #### 130,540 #### 

161 7% 788 5% 5,905 6% 

708 25% 3,987 24% 28,140 26% 
1152 39% 6,770 40% 45,539 39% 
944 29% 5,194 31% 35,807 30% 

2965 #### ~~.?39 -~/!.~# ___ 1}~_2_2!_ #### 

~ 

Seniors 
Ferris SN Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

383 10% 1,415 8% 13,047 JJ% 

1512 41% 7,364 42% 56,001 43% 
1187 33% 5,434 33% 39,608 31% 
626 17% 2,630 17% 19,428 15% 

3708 #### 16,843 #### 128,084 #### 

202 7% 998 7% 7,895 7% 
1147 35% 5,794 35% 43,714 35% 
1233 33% 6,042 35% 44,777 34% 
1133 26% 4,010 23% 31,728 24% 
3715 #### 16,844 #### 128,114 #### 

113 4% 400 3% 3,781 4% 
631 20% 2,706 18% 21,065 19% 

1345 39% 5,785 36% 43,515 36% 
1281 37% 6,903 43% 50,705 40% 

3370 #### _1~~~- #### _1~2,9§_6 _ _1!_~~!L 

87 



~ ~ _,; 

Political Engagement 
Institutional Effectiveness First Year Students Seniors 

Ferris FY Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 Ferris SN Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

Voting in local, Very little 1447 46% 7,519 43% 51,142 43% 1352 40% 5,496 36% 41,736 36% 
state, or national 

Some 863 30% 5,159 31% 34,964 30% 1112 32% 5,039 31% 38,018 32% elections 
Quite a bit 416 15% 2,563 16% 18,277 17% 535 16% 3,113 19% 22,771 19% 
Very much 205 9% 1,355 10% 9,953 10% 349 12% 2,083 14% 15,915 13% 

Total 2931 #### 16,596 #### 114,336 #### 3348 #### 15,731 #### 118,440 #### 

Participated in a Never 2202 72% 11,072 65% 77,205 65% 2096 60% 7,974 51% 63,634 54% 
community-based 

Sometimes 623 19% 4,699 24% 31,162 23% 965 25% 5,318 31% 38,335 29% project (e.g. service 
learning) as part of Often 218 7% 1,534 8% 10,935 8% 334 9% 2,025 12% 14,473 11% 
a regular course Very often 91 2% 636 3% 4,604 3% 189 5% 1,136 7% 8,342 6% 

Total 3134 #### 17,941 #### 123,906 #### 3584 #### 16,453 #### 124,784 #### 

Community service Have not decided 470 17% 2,551 17% 16,510 317 10% 10% 10,700 10% 16% 1,403 
or volunteer work 

Do not plan to do 262 11% 1,097 8% 7,615 8% 558 18% 2,471 17% 19,143 18% 
Plan to do 1221 38% 6,751 39% 46,706 39% 450 14% 1,952 14% 15,052 14% 
Done 1073 34% 6,774 36% 47,529 37% 2125 58% 10,210 59% 76,267 59% 

Total 3026 #### 17,173 #### 118,360 #### 3450 #### 16,036 #### 121,162 #### 

Independent Learning 

Learning effectively Very little 179 7% 1,005 6% 6,640 7% 7% 813 6% 6,602 6% 
on your own 

Some 828 28% 4,547 27% 30,140 26% 24% 3,136 20% 23,621 21% 
Quite a bit 1279 43% 7,286 43% 49,815 43% 40% 6,572 41% 48,334 40% 
Very much 648 23% 3,767 24% 27,792 24% 29% 5,212 33% 39,936 33% 

Total 2934 #### I~,~gs #### 1.1~,}87 #### #### I?,?~} #### 11~,~?~ #### 
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Critical Thinking 

Put together ideas or 
concepts from 
different courses 
when completing 
assignments or 
during class 
discussions 

Coursework 
emphasizes: 
Memorizing facts, 
ideas, or methods 
from your courses 
and readings 

Coursework 
emphasizes: 
Analyzing the basic 
elements of an idea, 
experience, or theory 

Coursework 
emphasizes: 
Synthesizing and 
organizing ideas, 
information, or 
experiences 

Coursework 
emphasizes: Making 
judgments about the 
value of information, 
arguments, or 
methods 

Coursework 
emphasizes: 
Applying theories or 
concepts to practical 
problems or in new 
situations 

Never 

Sometimes 

Often 

Very often 

Very little 

Some 

Quite a bit 

Very much 

Very little 
Some 

Quite a bit 

Very much 

Very little 

Some 
Quite a bit 

Very much 

Very little 

Some 

Quite a bit 
Very much 

Very little 

Some 

Quite a bit 
Very much 

Ferris FY 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 

'~ 

First Year Students 
Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

191 7% 

1324 43% 
1207 37% 
415 13% 

3137 #### 

143 4% 
864 28% 

1217 39% 
855 29% 

3079 #### 

89 4% 
631 22% 

1389 44% 
971 30% 

3080 #### 

153 5% 
996 32% 

1196 38% 
732 25% 

3077 #### 
191 7% 

957 32% 
1280 40% 
648 21% 

3076 #### 
113 4% 
714 25% 

1203 38% 
1049 32% 
3079 #### 

1,134 8% 7,648 7% 

7,519 42% 51,356 42% 
7,028 38% 48,023 38% 
2,270 12% 16,934 13% 

17,951 #### 123,961 #### 

995 6% 
4,842 27% 
7,184 40% 
4,585 27% 

17,606 #### 

387 2% 
3,655 22% 
8,150 45% 
5,397 30% 

17,589 #### 

859 5% 
5,196 30% 
7,567 43% 
3,965 22% 

17,587 #### 
1,023 6% 
5,123 30% 
7,482 42% 
3,957 22% 

17,585 #### 
710 4% 

4,208 25% 
7,330 41% 
5,336 29% 

17,584 #### 

7,202 

33,887 
49,182 

31,103 

121,374 

6% 
27% 
41% 
26% 
#### 

2,588 2% 
23,464 21% 
54,911 45% 
40,347 32% 

121,310 #### 

5,629 5% 
34,856 30% 
51,065 41% 
29,693 23% 

121,243 #### 
6,676 6% 

34,378 29% 
51,031 42% 
29,199 23% 

121,284 #### 

4,660 4% 
28,109 24% 
49,471 41% 
39,050 31% 

121,290 #### 

Ferris SN 
Seniors 

Select Peers 
95 3% 

1003 29% 
1642 45% 
846 23% 

3586 #### 

298 

1081 

1291 

863 
3533 

66 
592 

1561 

1309 
3528 

145 

922 
1463 

998 
3528 

198 

945 

1389 
992 

3524 
126 

667 

1296 
1437 

3526 

9% 
31% 
37% 
24% 
#### 

2% 
17% 
44% 
38% 
#### 

4% 
25% 
41% 
30% 
#### 

6% 
26% 
39% 
29% 
#### 

4% 
19% 

36% 
41% 
#### 

Carnegie P. 
411 3% 

4,456 28% 
7,425 45% 
4,165 25% 

16,457 #### 

1,509 
5,163 

5,943 

3,677 
16,292 

225 
2,376 

7,184 

6,503 
16,288 

534 

3,650 
6,675 

5,420 
16,279 

743 

3,990 

6,498 
5,054 

16,285 

411 
2,781 

6,115 

6,981 

16,288 

9% 
31% 
36% 
23% 
#### 

2% 
15% 
45% 
39% 
#### 

4% 
23% 
41% 
33% 
#### 

5% 
24% 
40% 
31% 
#### 

3% 
17% 

38% 
42% 
#### 

____,, 

NSSE 2006 
3,169 3% 

33,854 28% 
55,421 44% 
32,367 25% 

124,811 #### 

11,577 

39,329 
44,962 

27,425 

123,293 

1,674 
17,701 

53,252 

50,614 
123,241 

4,000 

27,517 
50,479 

41,214 

123,210 
6,000 

29,439 

49,461 

38,309 

123,209 
3,379 

21,017 

46,037 

52,802 
123,235 

2% 
15% 
43% 
40% 
#### 

4% 
23% 
41% 
32% 
#### 

5% 
25% 
40% 
30% 
#### 

3% 
18% 
37% 
42% 
#### 
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Critical Thinking Continued 

Institutional Effectiveness 

Thinking critically 
and analytically 

Examined the 
strengths and 
weaknesses of your 
own views on a 
topic or issue 

Tried to better 
understand 
someone else's 
views by imagining 
how an issue looks 
from his or her 
perspective 

Learned something 
that changed the 
way you 
understand an issue 
or concept 

Very little 

Some 

Quite a bit 

Very much 

Never 
Sometimes 

Often 

Very often 

Never 

Sometimes 
Often 

Very often 

Never 
Sometimes 

Often 

Very often 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Ferris FY 

'-". 

First Year Students 
Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

80 3% 397 2% 2,672 3% 
545 21% 2,715 17% 17,882 17% 

1259 42% 7,274 43% 48,524 42% 
1079 35% 6,355 37% 46,323 38% 
2963 #### 16,741 #### 115,401 #### 

354 13% 1,686 11% 11,000 10% 
1278 41% 6,854 39% 46,367 39% 
1001 32% 5,865 33% 41,468 34% 
423 13% 3,025 17% 21,269 17% 

3056 #### 17,430 #### 120,104 #### 

208 8% 953 6% 6,511 6% 
1156 37% 6,030 35% 41,026 35% 
1128 36% 6,610 37% 46,338 38% 
564 18% 3,834 22% 26,256 21% 

3056 #### 17,427 #### 120,131 #### 

143 6% 689 5% 4,297 4% 
1087 36% 5,843 34% 39,843 34% 
1230 39% 6,937 39% 47,496 39% 

598 19% 3,953 22% 28,490 23% 
3058 #### 17,422 #### 120,126 #### 

Ferris SN 

.J 

Seniors 
Select Peers Carnegie P. NSSE 2006 

76 2% 239 2% 1,953 2% 
491 14% 1,745 12% 13,141 12% 

1345 39% 

1459 44% 
3371 #### 

328 9% 
1350 38% 
1177 34% 
631 19% 

3486 #### 

202 6% 
1181 33% 
1309 37% 
793 24% 

3485 #### 

124 4% 
1215 35% 
1415 40% 
732 21% 

5,803 

8,011 
15,798 

37% 43,464 38% 
50% 60,525 49% 
#### 119,083 #### 

1,151 8% 
5,624 35% 
5,939 36% 
3,435 20% 

16,149 #### 

662 5% 
4,937 31% 
6,570 40% 
3,986 24% 

16,155 #### 

422 3% 
5,138 33% 
6,566 40% 
4,028 24% 

8,667 8% 
42,762 36% 
45,076 

25,704 
122,209 

5,129 

37,797 
48,979 

30,311 

122,216 

3,038 

38,041 
49,739 

31,398 

36% 
20% 
#### 

5% 
31% 
40% 
24% 

#### 

3% 
32% 
40% 
25% 

3486 #### 16,154 #### 122,216 #### 
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General Education as a Whole 

Acquiring a broad Very little 76 3% 430 3% 2,848 3% 98 3% 339 3% 2,756 3% 
general education 

Some 587 20% 2,692 17% 18,330 17% 608 18% 1,998 14% 15,979 14% 
Quite a bit 1399 47% 7,503 45% 51,349 45% 1461 42% 6,167 39% 45,373 39% 

Very much 901 30% 6,119 35% 42,896 35% 1206 38% 7,289 45% 54,985 44% 

Total 2963 #### 16,744 #### 115,423 #### 3373 #### 15,793 #### 119,093 #### 
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Cate2ory 
Reading 

Writing 

Cultural 
Enrichment/ 
Global 
Consciousness 
Cultural 
Enrichment 
Institutional 
Effectiveness 

" " 

Computer 
Literacy 
Global 
Consciousness 
Life Long 
Learning 
Collaboration 
Political 
Engagement 
Institutional 
Effectiveness 

" " 

'-"' 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) 
Chi-Square Analysis of Frequency Distributions 

Statistically Significant (p<0.05) Differences 

Freshman Reference Senior Reference 
Survey Item Group Difference Group Difference 

Number of assigned textbooks, books, Peers, Carnegie, NSSE 
or book-length packs of course 
readings. 
Number of written papers or reports Peers, Carnegie 
between 5 and 19 pa2es. 
Foreign language coursework. Carnegie, NSSE 

Understanding Yourself Carnegie 

Developing a personal code of values Carnegie 
and ethics. 
Used e-mail to communicate with an Peers, Carnegie, NSSE 
instructor. 
Study Abroad Peers, Carnegie, NSSE 

Worked with other students on projects Peers, Carnegie, NSSE 
during class. 

Voting in local, state, or national Carnegie, NSSE 
elections. 

Community service or volunteer work. Carnegie, NSSE 

"--' 

FSU Outcomes 
FR less assigned 
readings. 

FR less papers between 
5-19 pages .. 
SN less foreign 
language. 

SN less understanding 
of oneself. 

SN less development. 

FR less emailing to 
instructors. 
FR less study abroad. 

SN more collaboration. 

SN less voting. 

FR less community 
service. 
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Report Summary 

FERRIS ST A TE UNIVERSITY 
ACADEMIC PROFILE ASSESSMENT 

2004-5 

For the first time since the Academic Profiles was administered in 1996, Ferris Graduating Seniors 
closely approximated the total score of comparable comprehensive institutions and exceeded the sub-
scores for seniors in mathematics and natural sciences. Students show consistent improvement in total 
score and sub-scores for all general education outcomes across all four years. It is important to note 
that while entering freshmen at Ferris score significantly lower than average score of entering 
freshmen at comparable institutions, our students still make greater gains than average, a measure of 
the effectiveness of our general education program. 

The Academic Profile Test. 
The Academic Profile test was developed by the Educational Testing Service for outcomes assessment 
of general education in colleges and universities. The questions on the test are concerned with issues, 
themes and ideas from the humanities, social sciences, natural sciences and mathematics. The test also 
measures "a student's ability to read carefully, to make judgments about the clarity, correctness, or 
organization of the materials as pieces of writing, and to think critically about the issues and arguments 
presented .... The Academic Profile focuses on the academic skills developed through general education 
courses rather than on knowledge acquired about the subject taught in these courses .... The academic 
skills ... measured by the test were those identified in the Association of American Colleges 1985 report 
Integrity in the College Curriculum." 1 

Ferris State University chose to use the Academic Profile Test as one assessment of our general 
education curriculum outcomes.· Using Academic Profile provides a measure which can be compared 
with those of comparable colleges and universities nationally. 

Ferris Students who take the Academic Profile Test. 
Ferris State University administered the Academic Profile in 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002,205. The tests are 
administered to students in English 150, a general education course in which most students enroll 
during the freshman year, and other 100-level courses in the humanities, such as Humanities 100. Tests 
are also administered to students in 300-level general education courses, such as English composition, 
Eastern Religions and Literature courses. The Academic Profile offers two versions of its test, long and 
short. The University General Education Committee selected the short version of the test for general 
education outcomes assessment. The short Academic Profile Test requires at least 50 minutes to 
administer and complete. 

Test Categories 
The Ferris outcomes assessment categories show a high degree of correlation with the categories of the 
Academic Profile Test, allowing for an accurate interpretation of outcome data. The Ferris State 
University General Education Assessment Outcomes Committees are Communication, Critical 
Thinking & Lifelong Leaming, Cultural Enrichment, Global Consciousness, Mathematics, 
Race/Ethnicity and/or Gender, Reading, Scientific Understanding, Social Awareness, and Writing. The 

) 1 The Academic Profile User's Guide, The College Board and Educational Testing Service, 1998 
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Academic Profile Test assesses the following categories: Critical Thinking, Humanities, Mathematics, 
Natural Sciences, Reading, Social Sciences, and Writing. 

How the test was administered. 
During Fall (04) and the beginning of Winter (05) semester, faculty who teach English 150 or 
Humanities 100 and 300-level writing courses were requested to volunteer for Academic Profiles 
testing. Faculty members were very cooperative in including their students in this assessment. A 
positive faculty attitude and the value placed on assessment by faculty are major factors in ensuring a 
positive student attitude, according to ETS.2 This is very important in determining students' motivation 
and attitude about taking this challenging test, which surely affects the results. In 2005, Ferris tested 
4 71 lower classmen consisting of 243 entering freshman, 99 freshman, and 129 sophomores as well as 
334 upperclassmen including 202 juniors and 132 seniors. The 2002 testing group Ferris tested 400 
freshmen and 407 upperclassmen. The 2000 Ferris testing group included 580 freshmen and 429 
upperclassmen and in 1996 355 freshmen and 236 seniors. Testing was coordinated by Susan Booker 
Morris, General Education Coordinator, and Robert von der Osten and was administered by Ms. Tina 
Smith and Ms. Debra Vance. 

2 The Academic Profile Comparative Data Guide, Educational Testing Service, 2000. 
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Academic Profile Overall Results 
Ferris State University, 2004-5 

FIGURE 1: Overall Results 

FRESHMEN 2005 POSSIBLE 
(243 students) RANGE 
TOTAL SCORE 400 TO 500 

CRITICAL 100 TO 130 
THINKING 
READING 100 TO 130 

WRITING 100 TO 130 

MATHEMATICS 100 TO 130 

HUMANITIES 100 TO 130 

SOCIAL SCIENCES 100 TO 130 

NATURAL 100 TO 130 
SCIENCES 

SENIORS 2005 (132 POSSIBLE 
students) RANGE 
TOTAL SCORE 400 TO 500 

CRITICAL 100 TO 130 
THINKING 
READING 100 TO 130 

WRITING 100 TO 130 

MATHEMATICS 100 TO 130 

HUMANITIES 100 TO 130 

SOCIAL SCIENCES 100 TO 130 

NATURAL SCIENCES 100 TO 130 

MEAN 
SCORE 
434.21 

107.93 

115.2 

111.91 

112.38 

111.75 

110.51 

112.6 

MEAN 
SCORE 
448.10 

111.76 

119.64 

114.41 

115.85 

114.88 

114.35 

116.75 

251H 501H 75lt1 % 
% % 
423 433 444 

104 108 111 

111 114 120 

109 112 115 

109 113 115 

107 110 114 

107 110 115 

109 113 116 

251H 501H 75In% 
O/o O/o 

433 446 462 

107 111 115 

114 120 125 

111 114 118 

110 115 122 

110 114 122 

110 115 121 

111 118 122 
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Overall Mean Scores, 2005 

) 450 

) 

445 

440 

435 

430 

425 

Ferris' Academic Profile comparative group. 

•Seniors 
oFreshmen 

Academic Profile data are reported for five particular groups of institutions: 
Research/Doctorate Universities 
Comprehensive Colleges and Universities 
Liberal Arts Colleges 
Associate-of-Arts Colleges 
Specialized Institutions 

Ferris is included in the Comprehensive Colleges and Universities category, even though the university 
offers a considerable number of associate degree programs and two professional medical degrees. The 
Academic Profile Comprehensive Colleges and Universities group fits within the Carnegie 
Classification category "Master's (Comprehensive) Colleges and Universities .... The institutions offer 
baccalaureate programs and, in many cases, graduate education through the master's degree. More than 
half of their baccalaureate degrees are offered in two or more occupational or professional areas, such 
as engineering or business administration."3 The Academic Profile Comparative Data Guide includes 
test results for 34,563 upperclassmen and 26,511 freshmen at Comprehensive Colleges and 
Universities. 

) 
3 A Classification oflnstitutions of Higher Education, The Carnegie foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1994 
edition 
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Figure 2: Mean score in 75th percentile nationally 

450 
448 
446 
444 
442 •Upper 

440 DFreshmen 

438 
436 
434 

As in earlier test reports, Ferris students continue to show improvement from freshmen to 
upperclassmen in general education. 
A comparison of mean scores for 1996, 2000, 2002, and 2005 shows that Ferris upperclassmen score 
better than freshmen in general education subjects. In fact, the improvement in the most recent test is 
greater than the improvement reported for 1996. The improvements in mean scores of upperclassmen 
over freshmen in 2005, 2002, 2000 and 1996 are as follows: 

2005 13.89 
2002 11.47 
2000 12.3 
1996 12.0 

The results are detailed in Figure 3. However, 2005 data shifts to measure incoming freshman against 
seniors rather than averaging the first two and last two year cohorts; the data for 2000, available in an 
earlier report, has been deleted to make space for the 2005 data. A more detailed analysis of 
performance across all four years follows this illustration. 
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2005 Freshmen 

Number of 243 
Students Tested 
Total Mean Score 434.21 

Humanities 111.75 

Social Sciences 110.51 

Natural Sciences 112.60 

College Reading 115 . .20 

College Writing 111.91 

Critical Thinking 107.93 

Mathematics 112.38 

Academic Profile Scores 
2005, 2002, & 1996 

Figure 3 

2005 2002 2002 
Seniors Freshmen Upper 

Classmen 

132 400 407 

448.10 435.08 446.55 

114.88 112.39 114.67 

114.35 111.17 113.84 

116.17 112.63 114.89 

119.64 115.78 118.68 

114.41 112.14 114.83 

111.76 108.40 111.02 

116.71 112.18 115.28 

1996 1996 
Freshmen Upper 

Classmen 

355 236 

429 441 

109 113 

109 113 

111 116 

112 117 

110 114 

107 110 

110 114 

Ferris 2005 freshmen scored higher than the 1996 freshmen, yet the 2005 seniors still scored 
higher than the 1996 and even the 2002 upperclassmen. 
Significantly, not only did the seniors show more improvement over the freshmen in 2005 than they 
did in 1996, but also the 2005 freshmen started out scoring in sub-group scores higher than the 
freshmen in 1996. Yet, the 2005 seniors still gained significantly over the 2005 freshmen, and at a 
higher level of achievement than the 1996 upperclassmen. See Figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Mean score comparison of Ferris 1996 and Ferris 2005 Freshmen and Seniors. 

450 

445 

440 

435 
•Senior 

430 DFreshmen 

425 

420 

415 
1996 2005 

Comparisons of academic skills and proficiencies subscores show an increase in senior student 
performance. 
In addition to overall mean scores, the Academic Profile tests and reports mean scores on specific 
categories, reported as "skills subscores" (Critical thinking, Reading, Writing and Mathematics) and 
"context-based subscores" (Humanities, Social Sciences and Natural Sciences). It is important to note 
that there were significant gains in reading, natural science, social sciences, and math over 2002 data. 
See the graph in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Comparison of Seniors to Freshmen, 
by category, 2005 

Writing 

Social Sciences 

Reading 

Math 

Natural Sciences 

Humanities 

Critical Thinking 

102 104 106 108 110 112 114 116 118 120 

CFreshmen 

•Seniors 

A comparison by student year shows steady improvement over four years at Ferris State 
University. 

Figure 6: Comparison by Year 
Entering Freshmen Sophomore Juniors Seniors 
Freshmen 

Number 243 99 129 202 132 
Total 434.21 437.81 442.56 444.44 448.10 
Critical Thinking 107.93 109.74 109.75 110.45 111.76 
Reading 115.20 114.82 118.02 118.08 119.64 
Writing 111.91 112.72 113.14 113.96 114.41 
Math 112.38 113.52 115.04 115.20 115.85 
Humanities 111.75 112.33 113.78 114.19 114.88 
Social Studies 110.51 111.38 112.95 112.79 114.35 
Natural Sciences 112.60 112.95 114.19 114.84 116.17 

It is worth noting that all areas show improvement over four years. In some areas such as reading and 
natural sciences there is a marked improvement between junior and senior years, perhaps in the case of 
science indicating that science courses have been deferred until later years. 
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Ferris seniors have a higher overall level of proficiency than Ferris freshmen in Critical 
Thinking, Writing, Reading and Mathematics. 
The Academic Profile Score Report includes an analysis of scores that provides information about the 
proficiency level of the students taking the test. However, what constitutes proficiency is not clear. 
Students' scores are measured according to a level of proficiency in the following areas: Critical 
Thinking, Reading, Writing and Mathematics. In explanation of the analysis, the ETS states: 

The skills measured by the Academic Profile are grouped into proficiency levels---three 
proficiency levels for writing, three for mathematics, and three for the combined set of 
skills involved in reading and critical thinking. The tables ... indicate the estimated 
percentages of students who are proficient, marginal and not proficient at each 
proficiency level in reading and critical thinking, in writing and mathematics. A student 
classified as marginal is one whose test results do not f rovide enough evidence to 
classify the student either as proficient or as not proficient. 

Results are detailed in the following tables (Figure 7). 

Figure 7: Ferris freshmen and senior students compared by 
Level of Proficiency 

Ferris: Freshmen Proficient Marginal Not 
(percentage) (percentage) Proficient 

Skill Dimension (percentage) 
and Level 

Critical Thinking 0 5 95 
Reading2 17 17 66 
Reading 1 46 30 24 
Writing 3 4 13 84 
Writing 2 6 25 69 
Writing 1 40 44 16 
Math3 3 12 84 
Math2 20 29 51 
Math 1 47 30 22 

4 The Academic Profile Score Report and Interpretive Guide, 2003 
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Ferris: Seniors Proficient Marginal Not 
(percentage) (percentage) Proficient 

Skill Dimension (percentage) 
and Level 

Critical Thinking 7 15 80 
Reading 2 39 22 39 
Reading 1 68 25 7 
Writing 3 10 23 67 
Writing 2 14 44 42 
Writing 1 64 27 9 
Math3 12 26 62 
Math2 42 22 36 
Math 1 66 20 14 

A comparison with 2002 shows an increase in the percentage proficient and in the level of proficiency. 

Ferris Students' Academic Profile scores in 2002-3 fit well within the national sample of 
Comprehensive Colleges and Universities. 
Although the national proficiency levels tend to be higher than those at Ferris (especially in Critical 
Thinking, Reading and Writing), Ferris students begin at a much lower level of proficiency than the 
national level. The increase in the Ferris students' level is therefore comparable. As entry requirements 
slowly increase at Ferris, as planned, this discrepancy should decrease, although it warrants close 
attention. 
(see Comparative Data Guide at www.ets.org/hea/acpro and Figure 8, below) 

Figure 8: Ferris Freshman and Seniors compared to national sample of comprehensive Colleges 
and Universities 

Ferris F National F Ferris S National S 
Total Score 434.21 439.48 448.10 448.70 
Critical Thinking 107.93 109.43 111.76 112.16 
Reading 115.20 116.86 119.64 119.88 
Writing 111.91 113.49 114.41 115.42 
Mathematics 112.38 112.86 115.85 114.60 
Humanities 111.75 113.32 114.88 115.78 
Social Sciences 110.51 111.94 114.35 114.60 
Natural Sciences 112.60 113.69 116.17 116.04 

This is extremely significant data. For the first time, Ferris graduating seniors have a total score nearly 
) equivalent to comparable institutions, and even out score the national scores in mathematics and 
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natural sciences. This is despite the fact that entering students score lower than the national norm. 
Ferris students make greater gains than the national norm. 

) Figure 9: Comparison of Ferris and National Proficiency Levels 

National: Proficient Marginal Not 
Freshmen (percentage) (percentage) Proficient 

(percentage) 
Skill 

Dimension 
and Level 
Critical 2 9 89 

Thinking 
Reading 2 24 21 54 
Reading 1 57 25 18 
Writing 3 6 22 72 
Writing 2 13 36 51 
Writing 1 58 29 13 
Math3 4 13 82 
Math2 22 30 48 

) Math 1 50 31 19 

National: Seniors Proficient Marginal Not 
(percentage) (percentage) Proficient 

Skill Dimension (percentage) 
and Level 

Critical Thinking 5 16 78 
Reading 2 40 22 38 
Reading 1 73 17 10 
Writing 3 10 32 58 
Writing 2 22 41 37 
Writing 1 73 20 7 
Math3 7 18 75 
Math2 31 30 40 
Math 1 59 27 14 

Ferris: Freshmen Proficient Marginal Not 
) (percentage) (percentage) Proficient 

Skill Dimension (percentage) 
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and Level 
Critical Thinking 0 5 95 

Reading 2 17 17 66 
Reading 1 46 30 24 
Writing 3 4 13 84 
Writing 2 6 25 69 
Writing 1 40 44 16 
Math3 3 12 84 
Math2 20 29 51 
Math 1 47 30 22 

Ferris: Proficient Marginal Not 

Seniors (percentage) (percentage) Proficient 
(percentage) 

Skill Dimension 
and Level 

Critical Thinking 7 15 80 
Reading 2 39 22 39 
Reading 1 68 25 7 
Writing 3 10 23 67 
Writing 2 14 44 42 
Writing 1 64 27 9 
Math3 12 26 62 
Math2 42 22 36 
Math 1 66 20 14 

General Education Outcomes Assessment Committees will consider the data from Academic 
Profile tests, along with other assessment instruments which they have developed, in seeking to 
improve our efforts in general education. 
These data will be analyzed by the ten general education outcomes assessment committees5 to assure 
that the general education skills and proficiencies of Ferris students are adequately measured and 
successes and weaknesses in general education identified. Some assessment committees have also 
developed other instruments to assist in the task of continually analyzing the desired outcomes in each 
of the general education areas and attempting to determine whether Ferris is successful in achieving 
them. Each committee is to report its findings to the University General Education Committee, via the 
General Education Coordinator, and is requested to report its findings to the faculty who teach in the 
specific general education areas through whatever means it deems reasonable. 

s Ferris State University General Education Assessment Committee areas: Communication, Critical 
Thinking and Lifelong Leaming, Cultural Enrichment, Global Consciousness, Mathematics, 
Race/Ethnicity and/or Gender, Reading, Scientific Understanding, Social Awareness, Writing. The 
members of the committees include elected and volunteer representatives from throughout the 
university community. 
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Communication Competency 

~) WRITING 

) 

) 

General Education Outcomes and Criteria 

AWARENESS AND KNOWLEDGE OF AUDIENCE 

College graduates should be able to analyze and define the needs of their intended 
audience; specifically, they should be able to: 

• address audiences whose backgrounds in the topic vary widely.address audiences whose 
cultural and communication norms may differ from those of the writer.define their 
anticipated multiple audiences.clearly understand their audiences' values, attitudes, goals 
and needsconsider how an audience will use the document.choose words that their 
audience will understand.understand the relationship between the audience and 
themselves. 

• understand the relationship between the audience and the subject material. 

PURPOSE FOR WRITING 

College graduates should be able to analyze and define the purpose of their writing; 
specifically, they should be able to: 

• be aware of the multiple purposes and goals they are acting on when they write.state their 
purpose(s) to their audiences.use vocabulary appropriate to their subject and 
purpose.arrange words within sentences to fit the intended purpose(s) and audience(s). 

• use an appropriate tone of voice. 

PROBLEM SOLVING AND RESEARCHING 

College graduates should be able to analyze the writing situation, identify needed 
information, and locate the appropriate information for their writing; specifically, they 
should be able to: 

• analyze their own experience to provide ideas for their writingcreate ideas for their 
writing.analyze the context of the writing problem.retrieve material from various 
sources.analyze themoral or ethical implications of their subject.recognize primary and 
secondary sources of information available in their field and know how to read 
them.assess and evaluate informationuse secondary sources available within their 
discipline appropriately.analyze and interpret primary data in an appropriate form 

• document primary and secondary sources appropriately. 
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ORGANIZING 

) College graduates should be able to analyze the writing situation and choose 
appropriate methods of organizing effectively; specifically, they should be able to: 

t 

• recognize appropriate organization for their ideas and the audience.demonstrate their 
method of organization to their audience(s) by using informative headings.provide a 
context for the document in the introduction.set up sign posts usch as tables of contents, 
indexes, and side tabs. 

• maintain connections that link key points within their document. 

EDITING 

College graduates should be able to produce effective written commmunication 
demonstrating appropriate use of language, sentence structure, grammar, and 
mechanics; specifically, they should be able to: 

• avoid common grammatical errors of standard written English.quote accurately.consider 
audience and purpose to shape their voice, choose a voice to write in, and choose 
language, sentence structure, and content to create that voice. vary sentence length and 
style for rhetorical purposes.use active or passive voice where appropriate.use language 
their audience understands.define or explain technical terms.use concise language.use 
correct grammar, syntax (word order), punctuation, and spelling.use correct reference 
form.use visual aids, tables, and graphs appropriately. 

) • use the specific language conventions of their academic discipline or professional area. 

) 

COLLABORATING 

College graduates should be able to work effectively with others to produce and/or 
revise written materials; specifically, they should be able to: 

• collaborate with others during reading and writing in a given situation.critique others' 
drafts.use peer review to revise own writing.write documents for someone else's 
signature. 

• revise and edit others' writing when appropriate. 

WRITTEN PRODUCTS 

College graduates should be able to adapt to the workplace and produce a variety of 
written documents as required; specifically, they should be able to write (with a 
minimum amount of training in the workplace context): 

• memoranda.letters.step-by-step instructions.journal articles.abstracts.policy 
statements.evaluations.formal reports.summaries of meetings.scripts for 
speeches/presentations. 

• pre-printed forms that require written responses. 
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Assessment 

Writing at Ferris State University is the most vigorously assessed area of general education. In 
addition to Academic Profile and NSSE data, the Department of Languages and Literature as well as 
the general education writing committee undertake yearly assessment studies where writing samples 
have been collected in rotation from each of the levels of writing courses and rated to yield specific 
recommendations. Most of the studies have found students meeting the expected means for the 
designated outcomes for the course that are intended to realize the general education 
communication outcomes. The rating process itself as well as the department's participation in 
collecting either portfolio or pre and post writing samples helps to insure that those teaching writing 
courses are aiming at the same outcomes and norms. Rating sessions, for example, involve norming 
sample works according to a shared rubric tied to course outcomes. Those involved in these norming 
sessions use this opportunity to discuss the evaluation of works and reach a greater degree of 
consensus. 

Consistent across disciplines, employers and alumni identify writing as a very important 
skill for their careers. The evaluation by employers of the skill level of student writing competency 
vary across programs which may be a function of differing expectations of employers or variation in 
the experiences of different groups. It might be useful if programs who have employer means below 
4.0 contact the Department Languages and Literature to more carefully determine the source of the 
problem and possible solutions. 

Academic Profiles 
The Academic Profiles evaluates student ability to perform multiple choice corrections in 

grammars, punctuation, diction, and style. This is not consistent with the standard writing courses 
emphasis on proofreading skills within the context of the student work. Research tends to show that 
there is no simple correlation between the two skill sets. The data from 2004-5 show that Ferris 
Freshmen enter with scores 1.58 lower than National Freshmen while Ferris Seniors exit with 
scores 1.01 lower than National Seniors. Ferris students make slightly better gains than the 
National norm; however, ETS does not provide sufficient data to determine if this increased gain is 
significant. Similarly, it is worth noting that Ferris Seniors score slightly lower than National Seniors; 
however, it is not clear whether that lower score is significant. Still, it shows that the writing program 
at Ferris is at least as effective if not more effective than the national norm of writing instructions in 
meeting the grammar, punctuation, diction, and style outcomes measured by the Academic Profiles. 

Ferris 2004-05 Academic Profiles Writing Scores 
Ferris F National F Ferris S National S 

Writing 111.91 113.49 114.41 115.42 

NSSE Data 

The data show that most students (72%) see Ferris as contributing quite a bit or very 
much to their writing clearly and effectively. A significant majority of students prepare two or more 
drafts of papers and have worked on papers that require them to integrate information from sources. 
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Introduction 

') English I (ENGLl 50) has been taught under various names and numbers at Ferris State University for 
more than a century. On the quarter system, the lower-division writing requirement was fulfilled with 
three three-quarter credit courses-ENGL 111, 112, and 113. For fifteen years, since semester 
conversion, students fulfill the requirement with two three-semester credit courses-ENGL 150 and 
either ENGL 211or250. To enter ENGL 150, students need a 14 ACT or a 370 SAT, in the absence of 
which they must take ENGL 074. Students in all undergraduate programs take ENGL 150, thus forty 
or more sections are offered per semester. 

) 

The catalog description of ENGL 150 is as follows: 
Organize and develop papers for diverse audiences and purposes; including how to focus on a 
topic, develop ideas, gather support, and draft and revise papers effectively. Fundamental 
language skills and introduction to library research and argumentation. 

Since 2003, the Department's Composition Committee, whose main charge is the oversight and 
assessment of writing and composition courses, has been steadily assessing ENGL-prefix writing 
courses, as follows: ENGL 250 was assessed in 2003-04; 300-level writing courses in 2004-05; and 
ENGL 211 in 2005-06. In 2006-07, the primary purpose of the Composition Committee study is to be 
able to clearly articulate what students learn in the ENGL 150 and how to improve the course. 

Answering these questions is important for several reasons: 

I. While the committee has not been interested in rating individual instructors, it has been deeply 
concerned about gauging student learning and documenting student gains in order to 
understand the impact of our courses on our students. 

2. The committee has been cognizant of university assessment goals and has sought multiple 
forms of assessment in order to approach the issue of student learning from various 
perspectives. 

3. ENGL 150 is one of the courses that satisfy the General Education lower-division writing 
requirement. 

4. Even though up to a fourth of recent entering students bypass ENGL 150 through dual 
enrollment or credit transfer, it is still the most frequently taken course offered by Languages 
and Literature, and in fact the most frequently taken course at Ferris State University. 

Methods 

Pre- and Post-Course Assessment Approach 

Based on a successful ENGL 211 assessment, the committee implemented a similar method of a 
double-blind study in which pre- and post-course assessments for ENGL 150 would be read and rated. 
In addition, this assessment method also provided the following: 

1. Comparative data by student as well as in the aggregate. 
2. A focus on progress on specific learning outcomes. 
3. Greater rater consistency in evaluating the student performances. 

) Developing and Field-Testing an Assessment Instrument and Rubric 
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In Winter 2006, the Composition Committee, in consultation with several current-term ENGL 150 
instructors, developed a writing prompt adapted to the stated outcomes for the course and field-tested it 
in several ENGL 150 sections. After reviewing the student writing samples, the committee revised the 
document as needed. Next, the committee developed a rubric which would relate to the specific skills 
and outcomes for English 150. (See English 150 Outcomes, Appendix A) 

The Prompt: As a writing assignment, the prompt consisted of an experience-based writing 
assignment, a specified audience, and a reminder to carefully check grammar and spelling. (See the 
attached sample of the prompt in Appendix B). 

The Rubric: The rating scale ranged from a 1-5: 5=high and 1 =low. Six main categories were assessed: 
1) Task 
2) Audience 
3) Organization 
4) Development 
5) Style 
6) Proofreading 
(See the attached sample of the rubric in Appendix C) 

After developing the prompt and the rubric, the Committee undertook the full pre- and post-course 
assessment during Fall 2006. 

Data Collection 

) Pre-Course Data: Writing sessions were conducted during the first two weeks of Fall 2006. Data was 
collected from fourteen instructors with 24 sections of ENGL 150, with a total of almost 500 students 
participating. Each sample was given an identifying number so that students remained anonymous. The 
sections included those taught by both regular faculty and adjuncts. 

) 

Post-Course Data: With the same 24 sections of ENGL 150, a post-course assessment was conducted 
during the last two weeks of Fall 2006. Samples were given random identifying numbers to be 
matched later with pre-assessment samples. 

Final Data: Pre- and post-course writing samples, totaling 300 and representing the work of 150 
students, were randomly selected as data for rating and analysis. 

Rating Team and Rating Session 

A single rating session was held on a Saturday morning in Spring 2007. The rating team consisted of 
fifteen members: six from the Composition Committee, one from the General Education Writing 
Committee, two regular faculty, four adjuncts, and the Department Heads of Humanities and 
Languages and Literature. Prior to the actual rating of the samples, the raters conducted a normalizing 
session in which samples were read and rated, and then scores were compared and discussed. The 150 
pairs of writing samples (pre- and post-) were read and rated in a double-blind study using the ENGL 
150 rubric designed for this assessment. Because of the large student population, some ENGL 150 
instructors served as part of the rating team. 
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Review and Analysis of Data or 
Results and Discussion 

After the scores were compiled and transferred to an Excel file for more searching statistical analysis, 
the committee analyzed the data during the latter part of Spring 2007. Ferris State University's 
Institutional Research performed the statistical analysis of the raw rating data for the study of student 
achievement of English 150 learning outcomes. Data collected by the study and the statistical analysis 
of that data are available in Appendix D of this report. For all of the following study, the N (or number 
of paired samples) is 150. 

The Mean and Standard Deviation of the Results 

Figure 1: The Means of All Post-Tests Show Some Gains 

Hem 

Pretest Task 
Posttest Task 

i Pretest Audience 
:;Postt~s(Audience 
Pretest Organization 
Posttest Organization 

·Pretest Development 
: P'.osttestDevelopment 

Pretest Style 
Posttest Style 
Pte~est Proofreading 

· ...• J?ostfest Proofreading 
Pretest Total 
Posttest Total 

Mean 

5.25 
5.91 
5.03 
5.33 
5.36 
5.85 
5.43 
5.49 
5.17 
5.53 
5.25 
5.92 
31.48 
33.84 

Gain in Post Standard 

.66 

.30 

.49 

.06 

.36 

.67 

2.36 

Deviation 
1.734 
1.875 
1.539 
1.582 
1.611 
1.549 
1.503 
1.384 
1.282 
1.345 
1.618 
1.608 
7.027 
7.050 

In Figure 1, one column indicates the difference between the pretest and posttest mean.6 For each 
category that was assessed, there was some gain in the mean. However, in many cases, such as for the 
categories of Audience and Development, the gains were very small. 

The scores on Task showed the greatest standard variation 7; the scores on style showed the least 
variations. The statistics do not distinguish whether the variation was a result of the student work or the 
rating by the raters. 

6 Means provides an average of the scores on each item of the pretest and posttest as well as the average of the final scores. 
Since the scale for each item was from I to 5 and the scores of two raters were combined, the lowest score on any item 
would be a 2 and the highest a I 0. If a score by an individual of 3 on a question, for example, were to be considered the 
expected satisfactory outcome, then 6 would indicate a combined rating score that is satisfactory. No pre or post test score 
has a means of6 or above. This indicates that the average of the scores by the raters of the ENGL 150 samples was slightly 
below the desired mean. Means are extremely sensitive to extreme scores. If four students had a 50 and one student a 100, 
the mean score would be a 60. However, with the larger sample size and with the smaller scale, the impact of any one score 
should be less significant. 
7 Standard Deviation measures the average difference from the mean. Larger standard variations mean greater variation 
from the means by the sample scores; a smaller standard variation means more scores are closer to the mean. 
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The Measure of the Significant Difference of the Results 

Figure 2: Most Areas Show Significant Change 
The Outcome Measured TheMean Standard Significance 

Difference Deviation (2 -tailed) 
Pretest Task-Posttest Task -.667 2.145 .000 
J>re 4~4ienpe- :Rost Audience -.293 2.058 .083 
Pre Organization-Post Organization -.487 1.996 .003 
Pre Development- Post -.067 . 1.860 .661 
D¢v~lopment 

Pre Style-Post Style -.360 1.586 .006 
Pre Proofreading- Post -.673 1.841 .000 
Proofreading 
Pre Total- Post Total -2.360 8.456 .001 

As seen in Figure 2, all outcomes measured, except the scores for audience and development, showed a 
significant difference. 8 This indicates that although the mean scores for audience and development did 
show some improvement, the change wasn't sufficient, given the standard deviation, to be statistically 
credited to something other than chance. 

The Percentage of Score Changes 

Within the pairs of scores, some students improved a lot and some students actually had a lower score 
on their post-test than they did on their pre-test. There could have been many causes of those changes. 
The following table shows the percentage of scores with a specific change for each outcome. The gains 
again take into account the result of two raters so that a student who had scores of 2 and 3 on the pre-
test (5) and 3 and 4 on the post-test (7) would have a net gain of 2 even though each rater only went up 
one score. Similarly raters could cancel each other out. 

Figure 3: gains and losses from Pre to Post 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Task 0 2.0 2.7 13.3 12.0 18.7 17.3 14.0 10.0 5.3 3.3 1.3 
Audience 0 3.3 6.0 6.7 22.7 18.0 14.0 13.3 10.7 2.7 2.7 0 
Organization .7 1.3 8.0 6.0 14.7 15.3 21.3 16.7 11.3 4.0 .7 0 
Development 1.3 2.0 5.3 9.3 18.0 22.0 22.0 12.0 6.0 .7 .7 .7 
Style 0 .7 4.0 7.3 16.0 23.3 25.3 16.7 4.0 2.7 0 0 

8 Changes in scores can be a result of chance or the result of the actual treatment. When there is a large standard deviation 
(variation in scores) and small changes in the means, the change could very likely be a result of chance. When there is a 
smaller standard deviation and a larger change in the means, the change is more likely to be a result of treatment. 
Statisticians use at-test as a measure of whether not the difference in scores was chance. The larger the number of 
significance the more likely any change was chance; the smaller the number the more likely that the change was a result of 
treatment. Any significance number larger than .05 is seen as not statistically significant; any significance number smaller 
than .05 is seen as statistically significant. A statistically significant result means that the change is likely to not be a result 
of chance. 
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Proofreading 0 0 3.3 8.7 14.7 22.0 18.0 19.3 6.0 6.0 1.3 .7 

) As seen in Figure 3, no students got significantly worse in their proofreading (-5,-4) and only 26.7 % 
scored worse on proofreading in the post-test than the pre-test. Some students clearly showed 
significant gains ( 4,5,6) with 8% having 4 or above positive change in their scores. In fact, 51.3 % of 
the scores showed improvement. For development, the area with the lowest change in mean, 3.3% 
scored much lower on post-test than on pre-test. In all, 35.9% of the samples had lower scores in 
development on the post-test than on the pre-test. Only 42.1 % of the samples had higher scores on the 
post-test. 

There may be many explanations for those samples that showed declines in scores, including the 
impact of how the participants viewed the assessment activities, and the result of participants trying 
other than standard models. 

Conclusions 
Overall, the assessment study of English 150 indicates some improvement in three areas: organization, 
style, and proofreading. The two areas showing little or no improvement are audience and 
development. 
Areas (~f Little/No Student Improvement 
When we looked at the areas that did not improve for students, we questioned what might account for 
this. Students did not improve in development and audience, which may be explained in part by the 
above factors. In retrospect, we find that some of the conditions of the assessment itself may explain 
student lack of improvement: 

) 1. Prompt 

) 

• a scenario beyond the range of student experiences( foreign country, study 
abroad experience, writing for a foreign newspaper, etc.) 

• audience and task lacking clarity 

2. Conditions of the assessment delivery 
• variations in instructor delivery of prompt/assessment, 

(e.g., instructions, incentives, time, etc.) 
• handwritten essay 
• lack of "embedded assessment" during the course 

The post-test was administered during the final two weeks of the semester when students may have 
perceived it as an "add-on" activity without any incentive, for example, a grade. Nonetheless, given 
some shortcomings of the assessment prompt and variations in instructor delivery, we note the ability 
of students to recognize rhetorical features and improve in several areas of the writing process: 
organization, proofreading, and style. 

Areas (~f Student Improvement 
Student learning in English 150 for this group of students resulted in some improvement in the 
assessment categories of organization, style, and proofreading. What might account for the greatest 
improvement category-proofreading-is the nature of the editing task, especially as students may 
find proofreading as the most manageable task, a "black and white" activity where their writing is 
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either correct or incorrect. As such, proofreading may be the easiest of writing tasks for them and 
therefore explain the improvement in the post-test scores. 
It is possible that the students remembered the pre-test task and topic which could have assisted them 
in the post-test writing with improvement in some areas. 

Actions: 

One main concern we raised about the data was that the mean was not 6 or higher on a 7-point scale. 
Students fell on the lower end of performance, and the reasons are unclear. One potential reason may 
be a variation in interpretation of the outcomes for English 150. Also, the fact that since the incoming 
mean was low, the value added did not raise the mean beyond 6.We would like to investigate these 
reasons. 

The English 150 Assessment Study has prompted the Committee to raise the following questions: 

1. What issues and questions need to be raised and discussed about the teaching of and the 
student learning in the English 150 course? 

2. How do the practices in English 150 match up with the stated outcomes for English 150? Are 
the practices displaced from the outcomes? 

3. 
4. 

We recommend the following actions: 
1. Initiate a broader discussion of English 150 outcomes: department and university (e.g., with 

General Education Composition Assessment Committee) 
2. Conduct a follow-up English composition sequence study: focus groups with interviews. 
3. 
4. 

Appendices 

Appendix A. English 150 Outcomes 
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Appendix B 

English 150 Writing Assessment Prompt Name: 

Writing Assignment: 
On these sheets of paper, write an essay in response to the situation described below. Check your work 
carefully for grammar and spelling errors before handing it in. 

Writing Situation: 
You have been an exchange student in an English-speaking country for approximately eight weeks. 
You attend school in a foreign city, and the population is relatively well-educated. Many of the people 
in the city know about the United States in general, but they don't really know about life in an 
American community. You have been asked by the local newspaper to write an article of about 500 
words that specifically describes your community so that your readers can better understand America. 

Also use this correspondence to announce a meeting that all employees must attend so you can all 
discuss the proposed policy and gather feedback and further suggestions before the policy is finalized 
and put in the handbook. 
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Appendix C 
ENGL 150 Rating Rubric 

Rater 

Scoring: High= 5; Low= I 

t. Task 
The essay responds appropriately and consistently to the prompt. 

2 3 4 5 

2. Audience 
The student understands the audience's values, attitudes, and information needs. 
The student chooses words that the audience will understand. 
The student uses an appropriate tone of voice. 

2 

3. Organization 
The essay has a clear thesis. 
Each paragraph has a focus. 

3 4 5 

Essay __ 

The essay has a unified organization with an effective introduction, transitions, and conclusion. 

2 3 4 5 

4. Development 
For support, the student uses relevant details, examples, reasoning, and evidence. 
The student draws inferences and makes analogies which show insight into the topic. 

2 3 4 5 

5. Style 
The student uses appropriate variety in sentence structure, paragraphing, and word choice. 
The student achieves clarity throughout. 

2 3 4 5 

6. Proofreading 
The essay is free from errors in grammar, mechanics, spelling, and punctuation. 

2 3 

5 = zero to I error 
4 = 2 to 4 errors 
3 = 5 to 7 errors 
2 = 8 to I 0 errors 
I = I I or more errors 

4 5 

Total 
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Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pretest Task 5.25 150 /. 7 3./ .1./2 

Pair 1 
Posttest Task 5.91 150 1.875 .153 

Pair 2 
Pretest Audience 5.03 150 1.539 .126 

Posttest Audience 5.33 150 1.582 .129 

Pretest Organization 5.36 
Pair 3 

150 1.61 / .132 

Posttest Organization 5.85 150 1.5./9 .126 

Pair 4 
Pretest Development 5 . ./3 150 1.503 .123 

Posttest Development 5 . ./9 150 1.38./ .113 

Pretest Style 5.17 150 1.282 .105 
Pair 5 

Postles! Style 5.53 150 1.3./5 .110 

Pretest Proofreading 5.25 
Pair6 

150 1.618 .132 

Posttest Proofreading 5.92 150 1.608 .131 

Pretest Total 31 . ./8 150 7.027 .57./ 
Pair? 

Postlest Total 33.8./ 150 7.050 .576 

) 
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Pair I 

Pair 2 
Pair 3 
Pair 4 
Pair 5 
Pair6 
Pair 7 

) 

) 

Paired Sample T-Test: Pre and Post 

Paired Samples Statistics 

Paired Samples Correlations 

N Correlation 
Pretest Task & Posttest Task 150 .296 
Pretest Audience & Posttcst Audience 150 .131 
Pretest Organization & Posttest Organization 150 .203 
Pretest Development & Posttcst Development 150 .172 
Pretest Style & Posttest Style 150 .272 
Pretest Proofreading & Posttcst Proofreading 150 .3-18 
Pretest Total & Posttest Total 150 .278 

Sig. 
.000 
. JI I 
.013 
.035 
.001 
.000 
.001 
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Paired Samples Test 

Paired Differences t 
95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 
Std. Error 

Mean Std. Deviation Mean Lower Upper df Si!!. (2-tailed) 
Pair I Pretest Task - Posttest Task -.667 2.145 .175 -UJ/3 -.321 -3.807 149 . ()()0 

Pair2 Pretest Audience - Posttest Audience -.293 2.058 .168 -.625 .039 -1.746 149 .083 
Pair 3 Pretest Organization - Posttest Organization -.487 1.996 .163 -.809 -.165 -2.987 149 .003 
Pair4 Pretest Development - Posttest Development -.067 1.860 .152 -.367 .233 -..f.39 149 .661 
Pair 5 Pretest Style - Posttest Style -.360 1.586 .129 -.616 -.104 -2. 781 149 .006 
Pair6 Pretest Proofreading - Posttest Proofreading -.673 1.841 .150 -. 970 -.376 -4.479 149 . 000 
Pair 7 Pretest Total - Posttest Total -2.360 8.456 .690 -3. 724 -.996 -3.418 149 . 001 
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One-sample T-Test: Score Changes 

One-Sample Statistics 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Total Score Change 150 2.36 8...156 .690 
Task Score Change 150 .67 2.1</5 .175 
Audience Score Change 150 .29 2.058 .168 
Organization Score Change 150 .49 1.996 .163 
Development Score Change 150 .07 1.860 .152 
Style Score Change 150 .36 1.586 .129 
Proofreading Score Change 150 .67 1.841 .150 

One-Sample Test 

Test Value= 0 
95% Confidence Interval 

Mean 
of the Difference 

t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference Lower Upper 
Total Score Change 3.418 149 .001 2.360 1.00 3.72 

Task Score Change 3.807 149 .000 .667 .32 I.OJ 

Audience Score Change 1.746 149 .083 .293 -.04 .63 
Organization Score Change 2.987 149 .003 .487 .16 .81 
Development Score Change .439 149 .661 .067 -.23 .37 
Style Score Change 2. 781 149 .006 .360 .JO .62 
Proofreading Score Change 4.479 149 .000 .673 .38 .97 
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DRAFT 2 ** DRAFT 2 ** DRAFT2 

ENGL 250: 
A Report on Portfolio Assessment 

Summary: After an extensive portfolio review, the Composition Committee 
finds that ENGL 250 students continue to meet the outcomes as stated by the 
department. The Committee recommends no changes to the outcomes, but 
does recommend ongoing departmental discussion of the areas that continue 
to challenge students in ENGL 250: audience awareness, incorporation of 
primary and secondary sources, documentation, organization, and mechanical 
correctness. 

Prepared by the Composition Committee of the Department of Languages 
and Literature 

Kevin Miller, Chair 
Matt Nikkari 

Genevieve West 
Erin Weber 

Reinhold Hill 
Ruth Mirtz 

Roxanne Cullen, Department Head 

April, 2004 
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Procedure and Scope: 

Report on ENGL 250 Portfolio Assessment 
April, 2004 

In the spring of 2003, the Composition Committee of the Department of Languages and 
Literature asked teachers of ENGL 250 to collect and submit a random sampling of portfolios 
from their students, containing all the final draft writing of each student (essays and papers). 
Eleven instructors submitted portfolios from 124 students. Roxanne Cullen supervised the 
anonymous labeling and filing of the portfolios. The committee then conducted an inventory of 
the writing included in the portfolios, in order to assess whether students were meeting the 
published outcomes. The committee investigated further the quality of student writing, dividing 
several areas of concern among members who looked more closely at the portfolios in order to 
answer more specific questions about what students in ENGL 250 are attempting or able by the 
end of the semester to do successfully. The Committee also wrote and distributed a survey to 
gather opinions and information about the goals and outcomes of ENGL 250 among its 
instructors. 

The number of portfolios and the mixed collections of materials in the portfolios made 
the committee unable to assess directly some areas of ENGL 250 outcomes, particularly 
outcomes that did not have written evidence connected to final drafts, such as peer and teacher 
review and in-class collaboration and practice with specific topics on the list of outcomes. 
However, the committee feels that a typical range of papers and sufficient numbers of student 
papers were available to make the general recommendations contained in the report. 

Conclusions: After a lengthy and detailed assessment of ENGL 250, the Composition 
Committee finds the outcomes for ENGL 250 are evidenced in the portfolios and that the 
department is successfully meeting the outcomes as listed. At least 95% of the outcomes are 
attempted by students and most students are successfully meeting the outcomes. Thus, we find 
that ENGL 250 is indeed taught by a majority of instructors as a course in advanced composing 
strategies using sources and documentation, an introduction to argumentation, and continuing 
instruction in mechanics, clarity, and organization. Most students develop their own topics and 
structures, read and synthesize multiple sources of information while examining their own 
positions and assumptions, and practice making reasonable argument with supporting evidence. 
They continue to advance in their work on mechanical correctness at the same time that they 
attempt more complex, sophisticated structures in sentences, paragraphs, and essays. The 
outcomes less often evidenced in the portfolios include the use of primary sources, formal 
outlines, and visuals within texts. The committee concludes from discussion with instructors that 
these areas are not primary outcomes, and that most instructors are making strategic decisions to 
emphasize other outcomes with more disciplinary cross-over. Given the high correlation of 
teachers' comments about the course outcomes in the instructor survey with the student 
outcomes found evidenced in the portfolio review, the committee does not recommend changing 
the outcomes at this time. 

Recommendations: The Composition Committee makes the following recommendations after 
studying and discussing the conclusions of the portfolio review: 
1. The committee should work toward defining 100-, 200-, and 300-level outcomes in general, 

) in order to clarify expectations across the writing curriculum. 

122 



) 

) 

) 

2. The committee, with the assistance of the ENGL 250 instructors, should prepare documents 
that guide instructors in meeting the outcomes and pushing for more innovative uses of materials 
and assignments. These documents should be on file, available electronically and in print, for all 
instructors. 
3. The committee should work to make instructors more aware of ways to include all the 
outcomes and to improve their confidence in areas such as the use of primary sources and 
visuals, the use of specific audiences for texts, continued work on mechanical correctness, 
especially with the incorporation of secondary texts and documentation. 

SPECIAL THANKS to all the ENGL 250 
instructors in the Spring 2003 semester who 
collected portfolios and graciously 
submitted them for this portfolio review 
process: 

Joyce Brownell 
Kathryn Flewelling 
Reinhold Hill 
Mary Kilgallen 
Nate Nelson 
Gordon Reynolds 
Cherelyn Bush 
Matt Nikkari 
Elaine McCullough 
Doug Haneline 
John Culle 

* * * * 
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Outcomes Inventory 
--Ruth Mirtz 

The following is an inventory of the portfolios collected for the ENGL 250 review. Each 
column represents 5-10 portfolios examined from a single section of ENGL 250 taught in the fall 
of 2003. A crosshatch(#) means evidence was seen that students attempted or were successful at 
this skill/outcome. 
Published ENGL250 Outcomes 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

Analyze and define the purpose of their writing # # # # # # # # # # 
Understand the context for academic research writing # # # # # # # # # # 
Inform a reader about a chosen topic using a synthesis of # # # # # # # # # # 
supporting material 

Argue a position or make an evaluation with supporting # # # # # # # # # # 
reasons and evidence 

Locate information appropriate to their writing # # # # # # # # # # 
Document that information # # # # # # # # # # 
Generate a focused and workable research thesis # # # # # # # # # # 
Retrieve information from various sources including library # # # # # # # # # # 

Recognize primary and secondary sources and use both # # # # # # #1 # #1 # 
correctly 1 1 1 
Evaluate information found in sources # # # # # # 
Identify and evaluate arguments and positions of others # # # # # # # # # # 
Analyze and define needs of intended audience # # # # # # # # # # 
Adapt their writing to readers' level of knowledge on topic # # # # # # # # # # 
Adapt their writing to reader's values, attitudes, and needs # # # # # # # # # # 
Use vocabulary and tone appropriate for their readers # # # # # # # # # # 
Analyze writing task and choose appropriate methods of # # # # # # # # # # 
organization 
Produce an outline for an extended document # # # 
Demonstrate appropriate and effective organization for an # # # # # # # # # # 
extended document 
Provide appropriate contexts for material from sources # # # # # # # # # # 
Insert visuals where appropriate # # 
A void common grammatical errors of standard English # # # # # # # # # # 
Quote accurately # # # # # # # # # # 
Vary sentence length and style for rhetorical purposes # # # # # # # # # # 
Use concise language # # # # # # # # # # 
Use correct grammar, syntax, punctuation and spelling # # # # # # # # # # 
Maintain a consistent point of view # # # # # # # # # # 
Collaborate with instructor and others 3 n/a 

Critique others' drafts 3 n/a 
Use peer review to revise their own writing 3 n/a 
Total number of polished "'unified-prose" pages (majority of 21 28 15 13 15 15 13 25 3QL 20 
which are documented) 2 
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Note I: These portfolios showed evidence that students had used secondary sources but not 
pnmary sources. 
Note 2: These portfolios included papers that were collaboratively written. 
Note 3: The portfolios as collected did not require evidence of peer or instuctor review and 
collaboration, so those outcomes could not be fairly surveyed. Many of the portfolios did, 
however, include peer response sheets and copious instructor comments. 

Inventory Conclusions: The inventory shows a remarkable consistency in most areas of the 
ENGL 250 outcomes (22 out of 29 outcomes). Most students are writing extended texts, 
practicing argument and research skills and strategies, and paying attention to the quality of their 
writing. Most students are polishing between 15-25 pages of documented writing and most of 
that documented writing includes multiple drafts and other supporting writing assignments. 

The four areas where there are some gaps in the inventory concern primary sources, the 
evaluation of sources, outlines, and visuals. Primary source material has not traditionally been 
considered objective and reliable enough for college work and it's likely that some instructors 
are not comfortable assigning papers which include primary source materials. Some work with 
primary sources may not have been evident in the papers included in the portfolios as well, so 
that more students are working with primary sources than the inventory indicates. The use of 
outlines, however, is a contested matter with English instructors. Most instructors do not require 
the use of formal outlines as part of a final project, using outlines instead as an invention or 
revising technique. Again, the portfolios as collected may not have included outlines that were 
written in courses. With the evaluation of sources, also, it's most likely that those outcomes were 
handled with discussion, lectures, and in-class practice, which cannot be identified through the 
portfolio inventory. 

The use of visuals is also a contested area among English instructors. With the ease of 
downloading JPEG files into a document, some kinds of visuals in documents don't represent 
any particular educational use. Other instructors see the inclusion of visuals as less important 
than direct writing skills and strategies and yet more time-consuming in terms of visual literacy 
and computer software issues, and thus choose not to focus on it. Yet other instructors probably 
see it as a topic for advanced composition (ENGL 321 and 325). 

The inventory also brought to light some matters not on the list of outcomes. Most 
students are using advanced library and database searching skills, writing innovative and 
interesting papers that require combining their own thoughts with those of experts, and doing a 
great deal of critical reading of sources. 

Editing 
--Genevieve West 

Given the inconsistency in the way the portfolios were put together it is impossible to reach a 
consensus about how much editing students are doing and how much marking of surface level 
errors faculty are doing in ENGL 250. 

One set of portfolios, perhaps the most disappointing, contained drafts and graded student 
papers. Surface-level errors persisted from draft to draft, suggesting little work on editing, and at 

) no point did the instructor respond to or mark ANY issues in the students' writings. 
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Three of the eleven portfolios contained no drafting, so it was impossible to determine if the 
students made any progress in editing their own work. One of these sets was also copied before 
grading, so there was no indication of how or ifthe instructor responded to surface-level issues. 

Nine portfolios (including two of those without drafts) indicate instructors marked (at least 
some) surface-level errors. In two cases there were extensive corrections. 

Six of the sets showed moderate editing, most likely by students, during the drafting process. 
There may be other changes, such as in spelling, which took place electronically, and therefore 
are difficult to track between drafts. 

One set showed minimal editing in the drafting process. 

A number of common errors persisted in the students' papers, suggesting many of our students 
struggle with similar issues: shifts in number, formatting of the works cited page, contents of 
MLA parenthetical citations, punctuation of compound sentences and compound elements, 
correct use of demonstrative pronouns, correct (and complete) documentation of electronic 
sources (particular! y those found in databases), and the consistent use of signal phrases to 
introduce quotations. 

Problems with using MLA fmmat often persist within a given set or portfolios, suggesting that 
not all faculty are teaching the most current MLA format. 

One set of papers contained no works cited pages, but the papers included parenthetical citations, 
raising concerns about whether students were taught to use a works cited page. 

Awareness and Knowledge of Audience 
--Erin Weber 

The key outcome related to audience is that that "students should be able to analyze and define 
the needs of their intended audience" in the areas of subject area, values/attitudes/needs, 
questions/objections, and vocabulary/tone. The mastery of audience analysis is key for our 
students to effectively write in their professions. Such outcomes should not be removed from 
ENGL 250. However, with that said, it is difficult to equitably determine how much audience 
analysis is addressed in ENGL 250. Overall, the assignments included in the portfolio are 
consistent with a second-level English course-research-based papers. The majority of the 
research-based papers showed no evidence of a specific purpose or audience other than an 
implied academic audience (namely the instructor). The same is true of the supplementary 
assignments like one-page reaction papers or literature reviews. 

Specifically, two of the 11 sets of portfolios included review sheets or rubrics (student and 
instructor) with specific items. Neither set included any mention of audience awareness. One set 
of portfolios included outlines for the research-based assignment, and on those outlines, there 

) were short audience descriptions (usually a short sentence or two). 
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Adapt their writing to their readers' level of knowledge on the topic I Adapt their writing 
to their readers' values, attitudes, and needs 
Because audience analysis is not stressed, based on the evidence in the portfolios, it is not 
possible to accurately determine if ENGL 250 students can adapt their knowledge of a specific 
topic to that of their readers. What they can do is write a multi-page research paper on a given 
topic within an instructor's specifications. 

Anticipate and answer readers' questions and/or objections 
This area seems to be addressed within the boundaries of the research assignments. While a 
specific audience may not be identified, the students seem to structure their projects in a 
traditional, academic format which does allow discussion of questions or objections. However, 
the portfolios showed no evidence of a variety of assignments to challenge the ENGL 250 
students in this area. With a lack of audience awareness, it is difficult to identify and address 
specific questions and objections. 

Use vocabulary and tone appropriate for their readers 
The students can use appropriate vocabulary for their level of education and maturity. Once 
more, the nature of assignments in ENGL 250 do not focus on a specific audience and purpose 
where conscious decisions about vocabulary and tone are needed. 

Final Thoughts 
While the research-based assignment is necessary for ENGL 250, more definition of purpose and 
audience may be helpful for our students. Even in those courses where the instructor provides the 
general topic, students could easily adapt a personal perspective to the situations by defining 
their intended audience and purpose. More discussion of audience needs to happen in ENGL 250 
in order to properly prepare our students for a 300-level writing course and writing they will 
perform in the workplace. The majority of our students do not choose a life of writing for an 
academic audience. Rather, they will be writing for supervisors, customers, and peers. The 
assignments need to have some purposeful direction to prepare these students to successfully 
communicate in the workplace. 

Evidence of Peer Review, Editing, Collaborative Work 
--Matt Nikkari 

Of the nine groups represented (one was missing), only three clearly used peer collaboration of 
some kind, and one suggests that it might do so. This does not signify that the seven sample sets 
which did not obviously include peer work lacked this as a course component. Indeed, 
collaboration might even play an important part in those courses. Then again, it might not. 

Peer review, draft editing, critiquing are not visible enough to say with any certainty that they are 
relevant in six out of nine samples examined. Collaboration "with instructor and others" is also 
somewhat ambiguous, except that most of the samples suggest that multiple drafting and revision 
are integral course components in all of the samples. However, the degree to which this is the 
case, the mechanics involved in managing them, and other matters that would clarify the extent 
and type of student-instructor collaboration are not clearly present in the samples reviewed. This 
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is, most likely, something beyond the scope of the investigation--certainly it was something not 
clearly laid out as a factor that the contributing instructors were required or requested to provide. 

Perhaps the task of ascertaining whether or not collaborative work is a significant part of a 
particular 250 section could be made easier in the future by asking for a copy of the instructor's 
syllabus, in-class worksheets, assignment handouts, etc. This would also facilitate investigations 
in to the other matters that the committee is doing. 

Also, the committee could easily construct a checksheet highlighting those items that it intends 
to look for, filled out by each instructor, to clarify things--too often, the contents of the folders 
provided do not cover enough to give a clear indication of what goes on in class. 

Organizing 
--Reinhold Hill 

It is clear from reviewing the portfolios submitted for the English 250 assessment that most 
papers in English 250 are written for an implied academic audience. Audience is rarely directly 
addressed, and what one finds when looking at the organizational structure of most English 250 
papers is that they follow traditional academic forms. That is, most of the papers open with a 
general statement, followed by some examples or elaborations. The first paragraph ends with a 
narrowing focus, what many teachers would call the thesis statement. The body of the paper is 
composed of paragraphs that are built upon topic sentences, and the papers conclude with 
restatements of the major points and a reassertion of the central focus. 

Produce an outline for an extended document 

Of the eleven sets of papers I examined, only four had any evidence of outlines. Two sets of 
papers had formal outlines, one set used informal outlines, and one set had some outlines, but 
there was no evidence in this set that it was standard practice. If one of our course objectives is 
going to remain that students be able to produce an outline for an extended document, then more 
of the instructors in the department will need to incorporate the outline into their courses. I think 
the question that needs to be asked first, however, is, "What is the goal of producing an outline?" 
If the goal is to teach organizational structures, then there may be many ways to accomplish this 
goal without the use of outlines. 

Demonstrate appropriate and effective organization for an extended document 

Most of the papers had clear organizational structures, as touched upon above. There were two 
sets, however, where the organizational structure was not immediately apparent. In at least one 
set of papers, the papers seemed to flow around ideas that were not related to each other, at least 
to the mind of this reader. 

Provide appropriate contexts for material from sources 

The weakest organizational feature in most of the papers was the use of sources. Many papers 
) showed little mastery with the integration of sources into the argument. The sources were not 
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often introduced, and when they were introduced, they were not often commented upon after 
their use. There seems to be a tacit acceptance that English 250 students are novices when it 
comes to the use of sources, and often papers are driven by the sources used rather than by the 
students' own ideas. 

Insert visuals where appropriate 

Only two sets of papers indicated that visuals were being addressed in English 250. This may be 
an area the department decides to focus upon. The two sets that did incorporate visuals used 
them appropriately, and the visuals contributed to understanding the concepts being explored. In 
both cases, the visuals were charts or statistical tables that expanded upon the textual 
information. 

Conclusion 

The department, as a whole, seems to provide students with some instruction in organizing 
academic writing. There may be other circumstances and audiences we could address in our 
focus upon organization. Nonetheless, the majority of the papers indicated that students were 
aware of organization as a writing concern. Two areas that we might want to expand upon are 
the contextual use of source information and the use of visuals. The first concern may simply be 
difficult to address in English 250. It is the first course at Ferris where most students are 
exposed to the use of sources, so they are treading on unfamiliar ground. 

Revision 
--Kevin Miller 

Given the length and scope of the final papers that each set of student work evinced, it is difficult 
to imagine that revision is not integrated in all of the English 250 courses. Even in instances 
where the collected work presented only finished writing, the teachers' comments made it 
apparent that the students used revision to further strengthen the final papers they eventually 
turned in for a grade. Nonetheless, if we apply the strictest criteria in reviewing the submitted 
folders only three do not demonstrate extant evidence of revision. For the purposes of this report 
we are defining revision as the students' use of various techniques or drafts to modify the content 
of a given writing assignment over time. 

The portfolios demonstrated three dominant strands of revision methodology: self-directed, peer-
directed, and teacher-directed revision. In two of the collections, several of the portfolios by 
individual students evinced drafts that appear to have been generated by the students' own 
volition rather than an outside trigger such as a particular stage in an assignment's sequence. 
These "deep revisers" then appear to have integrated revision as a necessary component to their 
composing process. It is not evident from the folders whether this approach grows out these 
students' experiences with other Ferris classes such as English 150 or if the approach is 
specifically enacted by their English 250 course requirements. 
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In at least six of the eleven folders there were obvious signs that the classes were using peer-
directed feedback to trigger additional revision-oriented writings. Five of these six collections 
demonstrated strong use of peer workshops to help the student writers reconsider their work. 
Additionally in four of the six classes the instructor had provided the students with a handout to 
help structure and direct the peer reviews. It is reasonable to assume that the use of peer-review 
whether by full workshop method or more moderate means is present in a greater number of 
English 250 classes than was indicated by the data that were collected, but even with the 
limitations of the study's collection procedures, peer-directed revision is common to our English 
250 classes and the way we institute revision. 

Nearly all of the folders showed evidence of teacher-directed feedback that asked the students to 
think about how the content of their papers might be revised. In four of the folders there was 
evidence to indicate that the student had met with the teacher individually in conference to work 
explicitly on revising a paper on which the student was working. All but two of the collected 
sections demonstrated teacher commentary that suggested possible modifications to the paper 
even when further revision work was not allowed or expected because they were final comments 
on final papers. The teacher-directed commentary was among the most varied in terms of the 
kind ofrevision that was called for. The typical "big picture" or meta-commentary was present in 
most of the teachers' comments, pushing students to significantly rethink major sections or 
approaches to the subject about which they were writing. However, a greater range of local area 
comments were present in the teacher-directed feedback, commentary that pushed students to 
present more evidence on a particular point or to consider revising a stylistic element. 

) Revision is deeply embedded in the way that the department's instructors teach writing in 
English 250. While specific approaches to presenting revision vary, the current 250 outcomes do 
not reflect our apparent commitment to revision work. Also, while revision is implied in the 
current outcomes under the section "Awareness and Knowledge of Audience" it is mentioned 
only in the section on collaboration. Its presence there is warranted and supported by the data the 
collected; however, the department should consider making a more declarative statement 
regarding the role of revision in English 250. 

) 
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Instructor Survey 
--Hill, West, Miller, Mirtz 

Faculty members who regularly teach ENGL 250 were surveyed in the spring of2004. 21 
surveys were returned. Some questions were left blank, however, so not all answer total 21. The 
design of the survey is such that low numbers on specific items mean instructors see those 
outcomes as things students have already mastered and thus not expected to be a focus of the 
course, rather than as items of which students have less mastery. 

Overall, the results show considerable agreement among ENGL 250 instructors. In the 
first section, instructors for the most agree that student enter ENGL 250 with most of the skills 
considered outcomes for ENGL 150: able to draft, revise, and review with peers organized, 
coherent paragraphs and essays. Instructors feel students know how to support their ideas, 
summarize ideas, and proofread their own work. Instructors feel students do not know how to 

· paraphrase and synthesize ideas from multiple sources, how to read those sources carefully and 
critically, use various research tools such as databases, how to argue logically and critically, or 
use documentation formats. 

In the second section, instructors indicated that they felt students could perform 
adequately all the skills listed on the survey. The only area with less than 75% agreement from 
instructors was the item "know how to use bibliographies." 

In the third section of the survey, instructors agreed that students make the greatest gains 
in the areas most emphasized in the outcomes for ENGL 250: researching, writing extended 
papers, standards for academic writing, critical and careful reading, conducting library research, 
documenting research, and supporting ideas. 

In the fourth section, instructors agreed less about areas in which students make smallest 
gains, and a few instructors find students not making progress in several areas. However, these 
areas stood out for instructors: articulating complex ideas and perspectives, discovering problems 
in their drafts on their own, considering a specific audience, reflecting thoughtfully on their own 
texts, conducting primary research, and developing different argument strategies. 

Overall, if there is any outcome that instructors as a group seem to believe students are 
not meeting, it would be argumentation. However, the committee recognizes that ENGL 250 
only provides an introduction to argumentation and that the traditional age level of students in 
ENGL 250 means students don't always have the maturity and experience that would help them 
make strong complex arguments about difficult issues. 

The final section was designed to see if instructors feel the outcomes for ENGL 250 are 
appropriate for the our students and for the curriculum. Most items were ranked # 1 ("very 
important for ENGL 250") or #2 ("slightly less important"). The items that instructors gave 
mixed rankings were "composing with computers," "uses of and strategies for personal writing," 
"stylistics," and "instruction in editing." Personal writing and editing are, of course, focuses in 
ENGL 150. Instructors possibly see composing with computers as an ENGL 150 outcome or as 
not within the curriculum of writing courses. Stylistics may seem like an outcome more 
appropriate for 300-level writing courses, but may also reflect concerns this portfolio review has 
raised about the role of audience in composing processes in ENGL 250. 
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What do you think students are equipped to do upon entering ENGL 250? 
Writing organized, coherent paragraphs 20 
Write organized, coherent essays/papers 16 
Adapt their writing process knowledge to new writing tasks 12 
Proofread for mechanical errors 16 
Produce thoughtful rough drafts 1 7 
Respond helpfully to peers' writing 14 
Read critically and accurately 9 
Invention (brainstonning, freewriting, generating new material) 19 
Revision (rewriting at both global and local levels) 16 
Wordprocess effectively and professionally 16 
Narrow and focus a topic 14 
Synthesize ideas from more than one text 5 
Use the library catalog to locate books and periodicals 6 
Use databases to find sources 7 
Know how to use bibliographies 2 
Support their ideas 17 
Argue logically 7 
Think critically and analytically 7 
Use sources to support their ideas 7 
Document their uses of sources 5 
Paraphrase 10 
Summarize 14 

) Use quotation marks properly 9 
Use MLA citation format 5 
Use APA citation format 2 
Use Chicago citation format 0 
Use another documentation format 0 
Other: 0 

What do you think students can do at the end of ENGL 250? 
Writing organized, coherent paragraphs 20 
Write organized, coherent essays/papers 20 
Adapt their writing process knowledge to new writing tasks 19 
Proofread for mechanical errors 19 
Produce thoughtful rough drafts 19 
Respond helpfully to peers' writing 16 
Read critically and accurately 18 
Invention (brainstorming, freewriting, generating new material) 20 
Revision (rewriting at both global and local levels) 17 
Wordprocess effectively and professionally 17 
Narrow and focus a topic 20 
Synthesize ideas from more than one text 19 
Use the library catalog to locate books and periodicals 17 
Use databases to find sources 19 

) Know how to use bibliographies 13 
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Support their ideas 
Argue logically 
Think critically and analytically 
Use sources to support their ideas 
Document their uses of sources 
Paraphrase 

Summarize 
Use quotation marks properly 
Use MLA citation format 
Use APA citation format 
Use Chicago citation format 
Use another documentation format 
Other: produce and use graphic presentations of information 

20 
17 
15 
20 
19 
18 
18 
20 
18 
1 
0 
0 

In what areas do students make the greatest gains in ENGL 250? 
Revising effectively 6 
Organizing 7 
Considering a specific audience 2 
Editing for mechanics 6 
Researching 16 
Getting thoughts on paper (fluency) 3 
Articulating complex ideas and perspectives in writing 6 
Giving and receiving (using) peer and teacher feedback 6 
Discovering problems in their drafts on their own 4 
Writing extended papers (longer than 3 pages) 16 
Standards for academic writing 12 
Critical and careful reading 10 
Reflecting thoughtfully on their own texts 4 
Increased confidence in some aspects of their writing 11 
Using the computer in ways that aid their writing 5 
Conducting primary research 8 
Conducting library research 17 
Documenting research 18 
Supporting ideas 15 
Synthesizing information from sources 11 
Arguing logically 9 
Developing different argument strategies 7 
Oilicr: 0 

In what areas do students make the least progress in ENGL 250? 
Revising effectively 7 
Organizing 4 
Considering a specific audience 8 
Editing for mechanics 7 
Researching 1 
Getting thoughts on paper (fluency) 2 
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Articulating complex ideas and perspectives in writing 
Giving and receiving (using) peer and teacher feedback 
Discovering problems in their drafts on their own 
Writing extended papers (longer than 3 pages) 
Standards for academic writing 
Critical and careful reading 
Reflecting thoughtfully on their own texts 
Increased confidence in some aspects of their writing 
Using the computer in ways that aid their writing 
Conducting primary research 
Conducting library research 
Documenting research 
Supporting ideas 
Synthesizing information from sources 
Arguing logically 
Developing different argument strategies 
Other: 

9 
6 
13 
1 
4 
7 
8 
2 
3 
8 
2 
1 
3 
3 
5 
8 
0 

Give each of the following a rating in terms of how essential they are for ENGL 250. 
1 =very important to the goals of ENGL 250 
2=slightly less important 
3=not as important as other elements 
4=should be excluded from 250 (possibly more relevant to 150 or 300-level) 

1 2 
writing process knowledge (drafting and revising techniques) 12 4 

rhetorical knowledge (audience, purpose, genre) 11 7 
organizational and coherency knowledge and techniques 13 6 
composing with computers (using technology effectively as a writer) 3 7 
research processes for print sources (library use, databases, journals) 18 2 
research processes for primary sources (interviews, surveys, 7 7 
observations) 
information from multiple sources 18 3 
paraphrasing and summarizing 18 3 
quoting from sources 19 1 
documentation (MLA, AP A) 19 1 
instruction in editing (grammar, punctuation, spelling) IO 4 
argument strategies (beyond audience awareness) 13 8 
qualities of excellent academic prose 6 11 
plagiarism (standards for academic honesty) 18 2 
critical reading strategies for their own work 13 5 

critical reading strategies for professional essays and assigned reading 13 4 

3 4 
2 3 

3 0 

1 1 

7 4 

1 0 
4 2 

0 0 
0 0 

1 0 

1 0 
5 2 
0 0 
2 2 

0 0 

2 0 

2 0 
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uses of and strategies for personal writing 2 2 8 6 
stylistics (use style appropriate to audience) 6 11 4 0 
Other: producing and using graphs 

) 

) 
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Introduction 

ENGL 211, Industrial and Career Writing, has been offered at Ferris State University under the same 
number for many years. When the University was on the quarter system, ENGL 211 was a three quarter-
credit course; at semester conversion in 1993, it became a three semester-credit course. The course was 
created to fulfill the General Education post-ENGL 150 writing requirement needs of students in A.A.S. 
programs (mostly in the Colleges of Business and Technology), and although the cluster of programs 
requiring it changes from time to time, enrollment in ENGL 211 typically requires the offering of six to 
eight sections per semester. 

The catalog description of ENGL 211 is as follows: 

English 211 is a basic course designed to prepare the student to write successfully on the job as an 
employee or a first-line supervisor. It includes basic forms of business and technological writing 
to assist the student in developing sound communication practices. 

Its only prerequisite is ENGL 150. 

Since 2003, the Department's Composition Committee, whose main charge is the oversight and 
assessment of writing and composition courses, has been steadily assessing ENGL-prefix writing courses. 
In 2003-04 ENGL 250 was assessed; in 2004-05 the 300-level writing courses were assessed; in 2005-06 
it was the turn of ENGL 211. The Composition Committee wanted to learn the answer to these 
questions-what do students learn in ENGL 211, and how can the course be improved? 

Getting at the answer to these questions is important for several reasons: 

5. While the committee has not been interested in rating individual instructors, it has been deeply 
concerned about gauging student learning and documenting student gains in order to understand 
the impact of our courses on our students. 

6. The committee has been cognizant of university assessment goals and has sought multiple forms 
of assessment in order to approach the issue of student learning from various perspectives. 

7. English 211 is one of the courses that satisfy the General Education lower division writing 
requirement. 

The primary purpose of any such study is to be able to clearly articulate what students learn in the courses 
they are taking and how to improve the course. 

Methods 

Pre- and Post-Course Assessment Approach 

The committee decided to implement a different choice in undertaking the English 211 assessment. 
Unlike previous writing course assessment methods that relied on a single writing sample from 
participants, this one would include both pre- and post-course assessments. This would allow pairs of 
writing samples to be read and rated in a classic double-blind study. 
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In addition, this assessment method also provided the following: 

4. Comparative data by student as well as in the aggregate. 
5. A focus on progress on specific learning outcomes. 
6. Greater rater consistency in evaluating the student performances. 

Developing an Assessment Instrument and Rubric 

In October 2005, the Composition Committee consulted with two current-term ENGL 211 instructors 
(Stern, Kantar) for help in designing an appropriate writing prompt. After receiving their stated outcomes 
for ENGL 211 and a suggested framework for a prompt, the committee met with these instructors. 

The committee revised the document accordingly, developing a prompt which reflected the stated English 
211 outcomes Next, the committee discussed development of a rubric which would relate to the specific 
skills and outcomes for English 211 (i.e., to assess levels of performance in targeted areas, e.g., audience 
awareness, editing, appropriate format). 

The Prompt: As a writing assignment, the prompt consisted of (a) a problem/solution situation set in a 
business context, (b) a specified audience, and (c) a reminder to carefully check grammar and spelling. 

(See the attached sample of the prompt in Appendix A). 

The Rubr;c: This consisted of five main categories to be assessed: 
I) Response to prompt 
2) Appropriate use of format, layout, design 
3) Audience awareness 
4) Organizational strategy 
5) Proofreading 

The rating scale used ranged from a 1-5: 5=high and !=low. 

NOTE: For items 2, 3, 4, and 5, the rubric included subcategories for assessment of related skills. 

(See the attached sample of the rubric in Appendix 8) 

Field Testing the Prompt 

In November 2005, two sections of ENGL 211 were selected to field-test the prompt. Subsequently, 
multiple samples were assessed during a Composition Committee rating session using the designed 
ENGL 211 rubric. The committee members, in reviewing the pre-course field test samples, discussed 
whether the prompt was indeed eliciting the kinds of skills and outcomes earlier identified by the ENGL 
211 instructors and the committee. The consensus: the prompt was appropriate. Field testing resulted in 
some modification of the prompt and rubric for the full pre- and post-course assessment to take place at 
the beginning and end of Winter 2006. 

Data Collection 

Pre-Course Data: Writing sessions were conducted during the first two weeks of Winter 2006. The 
study included collecting data from four instructors with eight sections of English 211, with a total of 80 

) students participating. 
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Post-Course Data: With same eight sections of ENGL 211, a post-course assessment was conducted 
during the last two weeks of Winter 2006. 

Final Data: Pre- and post-course writing samples, totaling 102 and representing the work of 51 students, 
were randomly selected as data for rating and analysis. 

Rating Team and Rating Session 

The rating team consisted of eight members, five from the Composition Committee, two from the General 
Education Writing Committee, and the Languages and Literature Department Head. Prior to the actual 
rating of the samples, the raters conducted a normalizing session in which samples were read and rated, 
and then scores were compared and discussed. The 51 pairs of writing samples (pre- and post-) were 
read and rated in a double-blind study using the ENGL 211 rubric designed for this assessment. Because 
of the relatively small student population, ENGL 211 instructors were not part of the rating team. 

Results 

Results were compiled by comparing the differences in scores overall and in each area. Comparisons were 
made through data sorting and determining differences and averages. 

Overall, out of 51 comparisons of student samples, we found the following: 

1. 75% of the students (38) improved in total scores. 
2. l 0% (5) neither gained nor lost. 
3. 15% (8) regressed in total scores. 

Areas of Noted Improvement 

Gains were made in the following specific areas: 

1. Use of appropriate format 
2. Organization 
3. Presentation of needed information 
4. Appropriate use of tone 
5. Choice of vocabulary. 

Seventy-eight percent of the students ( 40) made gains of 2 points or more in the use of appropriate 
format, and 45% of the students made gains of 4 points or more in same category. The highest point gain 
in use of appropriate format was 7 points, made by one student. Forty-nine percent of the students (25) 
made gains of 2 points or more in the area of organization. The highest point gain in organization was 6 
points, made by one student. Only 13% of students (6) lost points in this area, while 23% (12) showed no 
change in score. Thus, a majority of the students improved in use of appropriate format as applied to 
internal business memos, and almost half of the students improved in their ability to organize a memo. 
There is a modest correlation between student scores in organization and use of appropriate format, as 
seen in the tables. This is the only area in which there appeared to be some correlation between 
scores. 

Thi tty-three percent of the students ( 1 7) made gains of 2 points or more in presentation of needed 
information. The highest point gain in presentation of needed information was 4 points, made by three 
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students. Twenty-nine percent of the students (15) made gains of 2 points or more in the area of 
appropriate use of tone. The highest point gain in appropriate use of tone was 6 points, made by one 
student. Twenty-one percent of the students (I I) made gains of 2 points or more in the area of choice of 
vocabulary. The highest point gain in choice of vocabulary was 3 points, made by seven students ( 14% ). 

Twenty-six students (51%) made gains of more than 20% in total scores. For these students, the primary 
area in which they made gains was in the area of use of correct business format; the second area in which 
they made gains was in organization; the third area in which they made gains was presentation of 
necessary information, as seen in Table I. 

T bl 1 C a e : ompanson o f St d t Wh M d G . u ens 0 a e amso fM ore Th 20%. 0 an om vera II S cores 
Total Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 
Improvement Correct Organization Presentation Prompt Tone Vocabulary Proofreading 
In Score Format Information 

25 7 6 4 3 5 1 -1 
21 4 4 4 3 2 3 1 
19 5 5 3 3 2 3 -2 
16 3 3 4 1 0 0 3 
16 4 4 1 3 1 3 2 
16 5 1 1 2 2 1 4 
15 3 2 3 2 2 3 2 
15 5 2 1 3 2 1 -1 
14 2 3 2 4 1 3 -3 
14 4 3 3 2 2 1 1 
13 0 0 3 -1 0 3 4 
13 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 
13 3 4 0 1 -1 2 1 
13 4 2 1 2 3 2 2 
13 4 3 1 2 2 1 0 
12 2 1 2 4 1 2 1 
12 4 2 2 2 0 1 -1 
12 4 3 1 1 1 1 0 
12 6 3 1 2 1 1 0 
11 3 1 1 2 2 1 1 
11 4 2 2 1 2 0 1 
10 2 -1 1 2 1 1 3 
10 3 5 2 -1 1 0 0 
9 5 2 -1 0 -1 2 2 
8 2 0 2 1 1 1 -1 

Areas for Future Research 

Overall, only minor gains were made in proofreading. Forty-three percent (22) made gains of I point or 
more in proofreading. The highest point gain was 4 points. However, 41 % (21) of the students lost I or 
more points in the area of proofreading and 17% (9) showed no change at all in proofreading. Thus, the 
area of proofreading showed the largest amount of regression. 

Although 21 % of the students (I I) made gains of 2 points or more in the area of choice of vocabulary, 
29% percent of the students ( 15) showed no change in choice of vocabulary, and 14% (7) showed 
regression. Thus, vocabulary seems to be the area in which students made the least overall change. 

Nine students (I 7%) showed no improvement or regressed in their total scores. For these students, the 
primary area in which they scored worse was in the ability to answer the prompt correctly; the second 
area in which they scored worse was proofreading; the third area in which they scored worse was tone, as 

) seen in Table 2. 
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T bl 2 C a e : ompanson o rs d tu en ts Wh Sh 0 owe d N I 0 mprovement or R e resse d. T t IS m oa cores 
Total Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference 
Improvement Prompt Proofreading Tone Organization Correct Vocabulary Presentation 
In Score Format Information 

0 -1 1 -1 0 0 1 0 
0 -1 -2 -3 0 0 2 0 
0 3 0 1 -2 2 -2 -1 
-3 -2 -1 -1 -1 4 -1 -1 
-4 -1 0 -1 0 0 0 -2 
-5 -1 -1 -1 -1 1 0 -2 
-6 0 -4 0 -1 -2 0 1 
-9 -1 -1 -3 -1 -3 0 1 

-12 -3 -1 -2 0 -2 -2 -2 

Table 3 shows correlations between scores in format and organization. 

Table 3: Correlations between Scores in Format and Organization 
First First Final Final Difference Difference 

Format Organiza- Format Organiza- Between Hetween 
Score tion Score Score tion Score Organization Format 

Scores Scores 

2 3 9 9 6 7 

2 2 7 7 5 5 
2 2 7 7 5 5 
3 2 6 7 5 3 
2 4 6 8 4 4 
3 2 6 6 4 3 
2 2 5 6 4 3 
3 2 6 6 4 3 
2 4 7 7 3 5 
2 4 6 7 3 4 
5 6 9 9 3 4 
3 4 7 7 3 4 
3 3 7 6 3 4 
2 3 4 6 3 2 

2 2 8 4 2 6 
2 2 7 4 2 5 
3 5 8 7 2 5 
2 5 7 7 2 5 
2 4 7 6 2 5 
2 6 6 8 2 4 
2 4 6 6 2 4 
4 6 7 8 2 3 
2 3 5 5 2 3 
2 3 5 5 2 3 
2 3 4 5 2 2 

3 6 9 7 1 6 

) 4 4 8 5 1 4 
2 3 6 4 1 4 
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2 5 4 6 1 2 

2 4 4 5 1 2 

6 4 7 5 1 1 

4 5 4 6 1 0 
2 5 7 5 0 5 
3 5 7 5 0 4 

3 5 6 5 0 3 -
2 5 4 5 0 2 

4 7 6 7 0 2 

4 6 6 6 0 2 

3 5 5 5 0 2 

3 5 5 5 0 2 

3 5 3 5 0 0 
3 4 3 4 0 0 
2 2 2 2 0 0 
6 5 4 5 0 -2 

4 7 8 6 -1 4 

2 5 4 4 -1 2 

2 4 3 3 -1 1 

8 7 6 6 -1 -2 

7 6 4 5 -1 -3 

2 6 6 4 -2 4 

3 5 3 3 -2 0 

Discussion 

The implications of the committee's report offer interesting possibilities. The response to the assessment 
data is one that will require the ENGL 211 faculty and the English faculty as a whole to reflect more fully 
over a period of time on the findings. To begin this process, during Fall 2006 the Composition Committee 
discussed what implications the assessment process, rating and findings might offer on guiding 
instruction for this class. 

What D(fference Does U~ing a Computer Make? 

One area of discussion focused on the advantages and disadvantages that having a handwritten sample 
had on shaping the study's results compared to having a sample gathered using word processing. A 
writing sample produced on a computer would allow students computer supports such as online 
templates, spelling and grammar checks and page design tools, all of which are part of a technical 
communicator's "tool kit." 

The illegibility of some student's writing made it difficult to read the samples, but the handwritten memos 
may provide a more honest picture of students' raw ability as writers because they did not have reference 
tools (e.g., the memo templates in Microsoft Word) to help them craft the writing response. Additionally, 
students with special needs who rely on computerized composition tools did not have access to those for 
this sample. However, some might indicate that students in courses where computers were a regular part 
of their work may have a devalued relationship to a written rough draft and so many have been less 

) careful of spelling and format. Further, some students who are weak at spelling and grammar may have 
learned to use computer programs to help compensate for that weakness. 
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But it is also true that the result of having students write without the computer tools was that we received 
a more accurate picture of the learning that students had internalized and then applied rather than a 
sample of the learning that was responsive to prompts such as a grammar or spell check. 

A question needing fu11her study is to what extent students' knowledge models are dependent on 
computer supp011s and to what degree using computer tools is actually a skill set taught in ENGL 21 I and 
not measured by the prompt and rating. 

Other Assessment Issues 

The Composition Committee did discuss how we might accomplish a more complete assessment of 
student entry and exit competencies. Because ENGL 211 seeks to teach a variety of business and 
technical writing formats and this particular assessment vehicle sought to measure students' response to 
just two of those formats (a letter or memo), in the next cycles of assessment the group may seek to test 
student knowledge of other formats such as writing specifications, short proposals, collaborative writing 
projects, oral reports, or even digital communications that employ principles of page design and 
information hierarchy. 

Another question for future investigation comes from the fact that in many of the ENGL 21 I classes, 
memo writing is a skill that is taught early in the class, with more complex formats for writing such as 
process explanation, specifications, or proposals being taught later in the semester. The fact that students 
performed well on appropriate use of format may be an indication that most were able to retain learning 
that took place early in the semester and that the lessons of memo-writing translate to other business and 
technical documents (e.g., audience awareness, information organization, considerations of legal and 
ethical implications for writing, and strategic development of ideas). 

ENGL 2 I I Learning and Teaching Issues 

One clear implication is that the ENGL 211 current practices are working and therefore the department 
should focus on what the students, faculty, the teaching supports (e.g., computer labs, textbooks, 
assignments) are doing well so we might continue to improve on these strengths. The assessment results 
are an endorsement of current practices that include (inter alia) student placement, course coverage/ 
goals, strategies for teaching, and the expertise of the faculty teaching the class. 

By contrast, the areas where the students demonstrated little or no gains, (e.g., analyzing the writing task 
and proofreading) might be areas that the ENGL 211 faculty should address more directly in the form of 
talking to students specifically about these skills, practicing the skills throughout the full fifteen weeks of 
the class, and pointing to the importance of these skills by naming them as part of the grading rubric used 
in the class. 

Having now been made aware of the assessment rubric, the faculty could also work to build a taxonomy 
that provides descriptors for the various levels of competency. These descriptors will inform not only the 
rating process, but will help to guide the university in a more complete understanding of the evidences of 
student learning that go beyond numerical data such as ACT scores or GPA. The descriptors might 
inform a further study of what constitutes entry and exit level competencies for the class. 

Additionally, this data might be used to gain a more complete understanding of how 200-level writing 
classes prepare students for success in upper-level composition classes. The findings, therefore, could 

) become a type of narrative placement advice. 
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The broadest conclusions we draw from this study are these: despite a variety of teaching styles and 
teaching supports, ENGL 211 students improve in their ability to analyze a situation, identify a solution to 
a problem, and produce a document that addresses it. This improvement occurs across the sections and is 
produced by the teaching skills of all ENGL 211 faculty. In short, ENGL 211 students learn to write 
business communications more effectively as a result of taking the course. 
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Appendices 

A. English 211 Writing Assessment Sample Situation Name: 

Writing assignment: 
On these sheets of paper, write a business letter or memo, whichever is most appropriate, for the situation 
described below. Check your work carefully for grammar and spelling errors before handing it in. 

Writing situation: 
You are the district manager of a medium-sized business. You recently had an employee approach you 
and tell you that a few of the workers under your supervision have been passing their employee discounts 
on to friends and family. 

You don't want to take the discounts away because the employees consider them an important benefit. 
However, the employees who are passing the discount on to non-qualified recipients are creating a 
problem for your business. 

Your discount policy has never been put into writing, but you understand now that you have to draft and 
publish a policy to put in the employee handbook to clarify exactly how the discount can be used. 

Write to your staff and explain the problem with the non-qualified use of the discount. Announce that you 
are in the process of drafting a discount policy for the employee handbook and briefly summarize some of 
the strategies you are considering for controlling and limiting the use of the employee discount. 

Also use this correspondence to announce a meeting that all employees must attend so you can all discuss 
the proposed policy and gather feedback and further suggestions before the policy is finalized and put in 
the handbook. 

You may create any reasonable information in order to complete this writing assignment. 

Audience: People you supervise such as sales associates, department managers, and part- time help. 
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B. ENGL 211 Rating Rubric 

Rater Essay __ 

Scoring: High= 5; Low= I 

1. The student effectively and appropriately responded to the prompt. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. The student uses the appropriate format, layout, and design to effectively and appropriately 
communicate information. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 = appropriate and attractive format 
4= appropriate format with all required elements 
3= appropriate format with no more than one missing or incorrect element 
2= at least two or three incorrect or missing elements 
1 = incorrect format - letter instead of memo 

3. The student effectively directs the text to the audience in the case, employing the following: 
• Uses the appropriate vocabulary 

1 2 3 4 5 

• Provides necessary and appropriate information 

1 2 3 4 5 

• Adopts the tone appropriate to the audience 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. The student uses the appropriate organizational strategy for the case: 
• Effectively front-loads information 
• Chunks infonnation for easier processing 
• Provides clear transitions 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. The student effectively proofread the document. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5= zero errors 
4 =one error in punctuation, spelling, usage, or grammar 
3 = two or three errors in punctuation, spelling, usage, or grammar 
2 =four to six errors in punctuation, spelling, usage, or grammar 
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Ferris State University Writing Intensive Course (WIC) Requirements 

A Writing Intensive Course (WIC) is a non-freshman level (200 or above) course that 
demands a substantial amount of writing, fulfills the criteria listed below, and partially 
satisfies the communication competence category of the General Education Requirements. 
The prerequisite of any WIC will be English 211 or 250. 
A department will decide as a whole which courses it wishes to propose as WIC. (Individual 
sections can not be designated as WIC). 

Procedures for obtaining approval for a Writing Intensive Course: 

• According to general education guidelines, a department interested in obtaining a 
WIC designation must submit a proposal to the WIC committee for approval. 

• The proposal will be submitted at least a year before the course will be offered in 
order to provide adequate time for consultation between the proposing department 
and the WIC committee, time for the WIC committee to consider the course, and 
time to meet university publication deadlines. 

• When a department is interested in proposing a WIC, it will submit a proposal to the 
WIC committee or the Coordinator of General Education. This proposal must consist 
of the following: 

o complete description of the course plan and a course syllabus; 
o supporting material including 

• description of potential pedagogical methods to be employed, 
• possible textbooks and materials, 
• the name(s) of faculty member(s) who will teach the course, and 
• the name of one faculty member who will agree to answer questions 

about the proposal. 
• Once a course has received WIC approval, the WIC committee will contact the 

sponsoring department, the dean's office of the College of Arts and Sciences, and the 
Records Office in order to ensure the inclusion of the course in WIC listings in 
university publications. 

• If there are any substantive changes to the content of methodology/approach of a 
WIC, the sponsoring department will contact the WIC committee. 

Criteria for a Writing Intensive Course 

• Students will write a minimum of 4 edited papers of 3-5 typewritten pages or the 
equivalent. These assignments, consisting of several different kinds of writing, will 
constitute a significant portion (1/3 to 1/2) of the final grade for the course; the 
grade or score on each assignment will reflect effective and correct written 
expression as well as knowledge of content. 
Writing assignments might include correspondence, memoranda, proposals, progress 
reports, research reports, work-logs, site descriptions, observations, creative writing, 
and many other forms of course-related assignments. Informal journal writing is 
another useful means of developing students' critical thinking skills. 

• Students should receive instruction in the following areas: 
o the role of writing in professional/academic settings; 
o strategies for determining the appropriate document type and style; 
o effective writing for different audiences; and 
o organization of papers for various purposes. 
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• Students will be allowed to evaluate and revise their own writing and receive help in 
achieving proofreading standards. 

• Students will be required to organize, draft, and revise their work prior to submitting 
the final edited assignment for evaluation. 
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Faculty Survey Participants' Responses to "What Support Materials Would You Find 
Helpful?" 

Publicity /Information about WIC 

• I was not aware HVAC451 was a WIC class. We have a very specific purpose with the 
writing portions of the class and we discuss technicalities and audience, but perhaps you 
could enhance the course. I guess that I need more information on WIC 

• What is the advantage of a WIC listing? 

Grading/ Assignment Design/Techniques 

• Perhaps because I am in a science discipline, it took a few years for me to discover the use of 
a rubric in grading. It might be helpful to provide tips on good ways to grade papers. 

• WIC checksheets for various types of technical writing (e.g., tech. Reports, progress reports, 
transmittal letters, etc.) 

• I am most interested in material that requires students to work in groups and that is reality 
based. 

• Proofreading and revising seem to be the most difficult concepts to get students to accept 
• The typical practices, ideas, and best assignments kind of workshop would be a boon to folks 

like me . 
• A roundtable discussion focused on the different courses 
• Examples of types of assignments 
• Forums that would allow faculty to talk to each other. 
• Because the material is so field-specific, support materials would/do need to come from 

within the field (i.e., c.j., isys); I'm not sure the WIC committee needs to provide more 
support. 

Coordination 

• Coordination with the Writing Center in a way that promotes the WC as a source for writing 
about literature, not just composition. Writing Center workshops early in the semester on 
mechanics and MLA citation 

• More time should be spent overtly coordinating classes of the same designation. 

HV AC499: we produce a technical report that is 35 pages in length and is judged internationally 
for an engineering competition. What would you suggest? 

TO: Reinhold Hill, Acting Department Head of Languages and Literature 
Roxanne Cullen, Assistant VP AA and General Education Coordinator 
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FROM: Robert von der Osten 
Advanced Course Assessment 
19 May 2005 

SUBJECT: 
DATE: 

In the Fall 04 semester, as part of general education writing assessment. portfolios were collected 
from ENGL 325, ENGL 321, and ENGL 311 sections. Five portfolios of student writing were 
randomly selected by faculty members. Each portfolio included all the gradable student writing 
for the semester; tests, exercises, or non-graded classroom assignments were not included. 

In the Winter 05 semester, the portfolios were rated on a scale of 1-5 ( 1 being very weak and 5 
very strong) using a rubric developed by the general education writing assessment task force (see 
attached). The raters all participated in a rater training activity where they demonstrated a high 
degree of inter-rater reliability. 

Question 1 evaluated adaptability to audience. 
Question 2 evaluated use of multiple rhetorical strategies. 
Question 3 evaluated proofreading. 
Question 4 evaluated professional voice with demonstrated command on subject matter. 
Question 5 evaluated the ability to integrate complex content or ideas into an organized 
text. 

Overall, the data showed that students in advanced composition scored above means in all target 
areas, except proofreading, once the data for an anomalous course with only one long major 
assignment and so little variation in audience or rhetorical demand was taken into consideration. 
Of all students sampled, 54% scored above the total score of 15, satisfactory for all target areas. 

ENGL 311 students showed the strongest consistent performance across all areas, above a mean 
of 3.0 and with 67% of students scoring above the total score of 15. 

ENGL 325 students were effectively able to adapt to audiences and apply multiple rhetorical 
skills but needed improvement in proofreading, writing with a mature voice, and integrating 
complex material. Still 56% of the students scored above the total score of 15. With a mean total 
score of 14.88 and a standard deviation of 2.4, it is clear that most students were near the 
expected satisfactory outcome. 

ENGL 321, partially because of one course that only included a single longer assignment, 
indicated a need for improvement in adapting to audiences and applying multiple strategies, but 
were near the targeted outcome for proofreading and above expectation for integrating complex 
ideas. Once the data is adjusted for that one anomalous course, students in ENGL 321 score 
above the target outcome for all areas except proofreading which is close to the mean. However, 
only 46 % of the students scored above 15 total points. With a total mean of 13 .8 and a standard 
deviation of 4. 9 %, ENGL 321 shows significant variation in the performance of students. 
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Student Writing Outcome Performance Mean 

Course Q 1 : Audience Q2: Rhetoric Q3: Q4: Voice Q5: 
Proofread Complex 

Total 2.714 2.89 2.91 3.09 3.18 
Total adj. 3.304 3.38 2.91 3.09 3.18 
325 3.13 3.2 2.53 2.80 2.87 
321 2.19 2.46 3.07 2.96 3.08 
321 Adj 3.09 3.36 3.07 2.96 3.08 
311 3.17 3.67 3.33 3.67 3.67 

Assessment of Total Performance with a Total Score of 15 

Class Mean Standard Deviation Percent Above 15 
Total 14.79 5.0 54% 
325 14.80 2.4 56% 
321 13.77 4.9 46% (ADJUST) 
311 17.50 5.79 67% 

Discussion: 

Rating may reflect differences across courses. The ability to adapt to different audiences and 
apply multiple rhetorical strategies are significant targets in Business Communication and this is 
reflected in the data. However, Business Communication tends to use a more informal business 
communication voice and may not use secondary sources which could partially explain the lower 
scores in voice and the integration of complex material. 
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Recommendations: 

Advanced Composition 
Response to Recommendations 

10/02/07 

These results should be reviewed in the Fall semester to determine clear curricula 
recommendations. The following recommendations are, therefore, only very tentative and 
should be subject to review. 

1. ENGL 321 courses should all include multiple assignments that aim at the target 
outcomes of audience and rhetorical strategies. Completed Successfully. Identified in 
new outcomes. 

2. ENGL 321 faculty should work together to establish common outcomes and expectations. 
Completed successfully. New outcomes established at Departmental level. 

3. An effort should be made across all courses, especially 325, to target improvements in 
proofreading. Completed successfully; to be evaluated in next assessment round. 

4. ENGL 325 faculty should meet and review business portfolios to determine if 
improvements need to be made in expectations for voice and the integration of complex 
information. Completed successfully. 

5. Where there is extensive standard deviation, as in ENGL 321 and ENGL 311, an effort 
should be made to bring a greater number of students to meet expected outcomes. This is 
very important in ENGL 321 where only 46 % of students were rated with a total score of 
15 or above. However, all areas could demonstrate improvement in the number of 
students who meet this target score. Completed successfully; to be evaluated in next 
assessment round. 

159 



) 

) 

Cultural Enrichment 

General Education Outcomes and Course Criteria: 

Cultural Enrichment Outcomes Criteria 

Graduates should be able, through the humanities, arts and literature, to enrich their 
own lives, to increase their understanding of themselves and their culture, and to expand 
their understanding of the experience and cultures of others, including the experience and 
cultures of other nations and cultural traditions. 

Student Outcomes Criteria for Cultural Enrichment On the completion of the cultural enrichment 
requirement, students should: 

• Have an increased ability to interpret cultural works as a part of a culture. 
• Be able to justify those interpretations with an understanding of the interpretive 

process. 
• Be able to look at works or historical events from different perspectives. 
• Be better able to make and justify valuing (aesthetic and ethical) distinctions. 
• Exhibit improved distinctions in perception, craft, and/or life choices. 
• Have increased knowledge of the techniques or methodology of a discipline in the 

humanities. 
• Have increased knowledge about some aspects of cultures. 
• Better understand themselves as part of cultures with rich historical perspectives. 
• Be able to gain increased self understanding through works of culture. 
• Have an increased inclination to engage in the humanities (whether reading a work 

of literature, attending a play, reading a biography, or listening to quality music) as a 
way of better understanding themselves and their world or enhancing the quality of 
their lives. 

Cultural Enrichment Course Criteria 
Cultural Enrichment courses are concerned with the study of the social, intellectual, 

and artistic achievements of cultures; how they were produced; why they were produced; 
the influence of the context of the times on their production; and their consequences. 

One of the pivotal components of what makes us human is that we exist within 
historically evolving cultures that imbue our world with meaning, value and significance. Our 
projects, our involvements, our self understanding, our understanding of the many 
elements of our world are all profoundly informed by our cultures. Ideas as simple as 
"childhood" and "work" shift significance through history and across cultures. The horizons 
of meaning which are the fabric of our lives, including our perceptions, are articulated 
through the struggle of history, the formulation of philosophical ideas, the evolution of 
religions, and creations of the various arts. The Cultural Enrichment curriculum is concerned 
with increasing student appreciation of the significance of their relationship to the threads of 
culture, providing them with the tools for understanding components of culture, and 
engaging them in the kinds of reflective, analytic, or participatory involvement that will 
allow them to respond to cultures in a manner that enriches them and their overall 
relationship to the world. Given the above definition, the following are the criteria for 
cultural enrichment courses. 
Courses designated as Cultural Enrichment general education courses should: 

• Provide interpretive approaches to the events, arts, languages, or ideas of cultures. 
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• Offer established methodologies for understanding components of cultures. 
• Offer an appreciation and understanding of the "techniques" of the arts or disciplines. 
• Possibly provide participation in the various arts. 
• Help students see the connection between the elements of cultures and themselves. 
• Help students explore new ways to perceive, think, experience, and value. 
• Help students gain a better understanding of a culture from an analysis of specific 

events or works. 
• Be compatible with the designation of other universities. 
• Provide knowledge and appreciation of the components of a culture. 
• Offer an understanding of the processes of thought or creativity that produces a 

cultural artifact. 
• Be taught by faculty with the appropriate credentials. 

Assessment 

Academic Profiles 

The Academic Profiles measures performance in the humanities by evaluating the ability 
of students to respond interpretatively to sample prompts, consistent with one of the outcomes 
for the cultural enrichment general education requirement. Ferris Freshmen continue to score 
lower than the national nonn by 1. 75 points out of a range of 30 points with scores ranging from 
100-130 points. Still the score of 111.75 is an improvement over the 1992 score of 109, which 
may be explained by increased admission standards. Ferris Seniors with a score of 114.88 still 
score . 9 points lower than the national norm but higher than the 1992 score of 113. Ferris 
Students, though entering with weaker skills in the humanities, score slightly greater gains 
of 3.13 than the national norm of 2.46, though it would be unlikely for this difference to be 
significant. At the very least, given that many other schools have larger number of 
humanity related majors, this demonstrates a reasonable performance on the part of Ferris 
Seniors and a reasonable improvement in skill levels. 

Academic Profiles 2005: Ferris Freshmen and Seniors compared to national sample of 
comprehensive colleges and universities in the humanities. 

Humanities 
Ferris F 
111.75 

National F 
113.32 

Ferris S 
114.88 

National S 
115.78 
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NSSE Data 

The NSSE study provides solid data on student perceptions. This more careful analysis 
shows that while consistent with selected peers, cultural enrichment is not as effective as 
might be wished in meeting specific outcomes. Only 51 % of upper classmen saw Ferris 
contributing quite a bit or very much to their self understanding compared to 56% of upper 
classmen of selected peers. Only 44% of upperclassmen saw Ferris as contributing quite a bit or 
very much in helping them to develop a personal code or ethics compared to 50% at selected 
peers. These results are complicated by the fact that Ferris' cultural enrichment general education 
requirement is not specifically directed to either self understanding or personal codes of ethics, 
so these results could also be considered a positive result outside the focus of most cultural 
enrichment courses. Ferris Seniors responses are consistent in their evaluation of the 
contribution Ferris made to their attending cultural events and the frequency with which they 
attend such events. Still it should be a clear concern that 30% of Ferris Seniors indicated that 
they never attended an art exhibit, gallery, play, dance, or theater performance. There have been 
attempts to encourage cultural enrichment faculty to encourage such performances as part of 
their courses, but many faculty have been hesitant to require attendance to events that do not 
strictly meet the content of the course, such as foreign language studies or a course in 
philosophy. Some have suggested making such attendance a requirement for graduation but 
rejected the requirement as an undo burden on students that would be difficult to administer or 
enforce. 
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NSSE Data 2006 
Cultural Enrichment 

Attended an art 
exhibit, gallery, 
play, dance, or other 
theater perfonnance 

Never 
Sometimes 
Often 
Very often 

Total 

Institutional Effectiveness 

Attending campus Very little 
events and activities 
(special speakers, Some 
cultural Quite a bit 
perfonnances, Very much 
athletic events, etc.) 

Total 

Understanding Very little 
yourself 

Some 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Total 

Developing a Very little 
personal code 

Some of values and ethics 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Total 

First Year 
Ferris FY Selected P. 

644 28% 

1586 47% 

540 15% 

288 9% 

3058 #### 

232 13% 

912 32% 

1188 36% 

658 19% 

2990 #### 

433 16% 

873 29% 

1042 35% 

583 21% 

2931 #### 

520 19% 

1000 33% 

895 30% 

517 17% 

2932 #### -·--------

Seniors 
Ferris S Selected P. 

1068 32% 

1703 47% 

466 14% 

250 7% 
3487 #### 

390 13% 

1201 37% 

1280 35% 

533 15% 

3404 #### 

531 16% 

929 28% 

1083 31% 

808 25% 

3351 #### 

641 19% 

1055 31% 

1018 30% 

637 20% 

3351 #### -------
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Cultural Enrichment Survey Data 

The current cultural enrichment survey data shows several important patterns. Consistent 
with the Academic Profiles results most students see the cultural enrichment courses as 
enhancing their ability to analyze cultural works and provide some understanding of the 
importance of evaluating the quality of different interpretations. Similarly, students see 
courses as contributing to their ability to see events from more than one perspective. 
Students also evaluated the courses as contributing to a better understanding of 
themselves, inconsistent with the NSSE results and perhaps as a result of the difference in 
wording. Similar to NSSE data, the cultural enrichment data with a median of 3.0 finds that 
students do not see cultural enrichment courses as significantly increasing their willingness to 
attend a play or other cultural events. Similar to the NSSE data students also do not 
overwhelmingly see cultural enrichment courses as significantly improving their ethical 
judgments with a mean of 3.36 and a median of 3.0. Students may complete the cultural 
enrichment requirement without taking any ethics or ethics related course so this result is not 
surprising. Large numbers of cultural enrichment courses including courses in foreign languages, 
history, literature, and the general humanities develop cultural understanding and interpretation 
skills without focusing at all on ethical decision making. If ethical think were a more focused 
concern for Ferris, it would need to be more carefully designated as requirement. 

2007 in House Cultural Enrichment Survey (5 point scale where 1 is low) 
Conducted by the Cultural Enrichment Committee 

Question Valid N Mean Median SD 
Q 1 More likely to attend a play 496 3.22 3.0 1.170 
Q2 Better understand learn more about self 494 3.64 4.0 1.062 
Q3 See past and current events more than 1 495 4.01 4.0 .993 
perspective 
Q4 Better analyze works of philosophy, etc 495 3.76 4.0 1.024 
Q5 Not all interpretations equally valid 495 3.83 4.0 .938 
Q6 Recommend course members larger culture 495 3.80 4.0 1.106 
Q7 Better able ethical judgments/decisions 495 3.36 3.0 1.043 
Q8 Better understand non-English speaking 495 3.36 3.0 1.091 
cultures 
Q9 Attended at least 1 cultural event 495 3.65 4.0 1.456 
Q 10 More likely to attend cultural events in 495 3.29 3.0 1.169 
future 

The Challenge of Applying Data to Curriculum Improvement 

Given the distributed nature of the courses that satisfy the cultural enrichment 
requirement, it is difficult to apply cultural enrichment assessment data to make specific 
curricula changes. For example, even if there was some agreement, as there was in the late 
1990's, that there needed to be a greater emphasis on the visual arts across the cultural 
enrichment curriculum, there are no mechanisms to apply these curriculum adjustments to 
courses as diverse as history courses, science fiction, ethics for surveying, and so on, with the 

) wide range of faculty responsible for these courses. It might be useful to have meetings of 
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faculty who teach cultural enrichment courses, including those in the College of Technology who 
teach general education courses, at least every other year to discuss the desired outcomes for the 
cultural enrichment requirement, the data, and possible changes in the curriculum based on that 
data, whether it might be including ethics across the curricula or encouraging faculty to require 
attendance at relevant cultural events. 

Cultural Enrichment and the Addition of Majors and Minors 

The addition of Arts and Science majors and minors have created some challenges 
since the needs of students in majors and minors can be different from the needs of 
students taking courses to satisfy the cultural enrichment requirement. In the Department of 
Languages and Literature, upper-level courses, including surveys in British and American 
Literature, require LITR 250, a course that does not provide cultural enrichment credit. In effect, 
some literature courses that traditionally satisfied the cultural enrichment requirement are less 
accessible to students with general education interests. In response to Program Review 
recommendations, additional non-general education courses have been added to the history 
major so that while most history courses satisfy cultural enrichment, there are courses that do not 
satisfy the general education requirements. In some instances, as with Spanish, the interest of 
general education foreign language learners may be different from the needs of students 
completing a minor who may need more challenging language courses. 

There is no ready solution here. If there were a demand for American literature or 
Shakespeare courses that satisfy general education, the Department of Languages and Literature 
might consider offering a 200 level of the courses. Advisors and students need to be aware that 
some history courses are restricted to majors and do not satisfy the cultural enrichment 
requirement. Methods of marking designators so that they clearly indicate the general education 
status offered should be investigated. 
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Social Awareness Outcomes Criteria 

In a culturally diverse nation and a changing world, social awareness is essential to 
graduates' interpersonal relationships, professional competence, and responsible citizenship. 
Therefore, graduates should be able to understand and address issues involving social 
institutions, interpersonal and group dynamics, social tradition and change, cultural 
diversity, and human development behavior. 

Students completing the social awareness outcomes should: 

• have increased knowlege of some aspects of human development and behavior, 
group dynamics, social institutions, social change, and cultural diversity. 

• know several methodologies employed to understand the above. 
• be able to employ such knowledge and methodologies to better understand public 

issues and to act effectively as a citizen. 
• be able to employ such knowledge and methodologies to enhance their ability to 

function competently in their profession. 
• be able to employ such knowledge and methodologies to enhance their interpersonal 

interactions. 

There are also specific discipline outcomes criteria for each of the disciplines that satisfy the 
social awareness requirement. 

Social Awareness Course Criteria 

Course criteria should reflect the Social Awareness Outcomes: 

The intent of this outcome is to offer students both a better understanding of how human 
beings behave, as individuals, as part of groups, and as members of larger social 
institutions. The outcomes also intends to offer students an understanding of the 
methodologies used to understand a variety of human behaviors and the functioning of a 
variety of social institutions. The outcome attempts to recognize that to understand 
ourselves we need to understand our psychological, social, economic, and political roles. 

Social Awareness courses then should: 

• have as their core subject matter human development and behavior, group 
interactions, or established social institutions. 

• offer theories for the understanding of the subject matter. 
• offer an established methodology for approaching the subject matter. 
• be identifiable as general education in social awareness or its closest equivalent at 

other institutions. 
• be taught by faculty with qualifications and background (such as graduate training 

and teaching experience) in the subject matter that meet the standards for 
university level instruction in that discipline. 

Assessment 
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Academic Profiles 

While entering Ferris students scored 1.43 points lower than the national norm, 
Ferris Seniors scored only .25 points lower than the national norms, showing once again 
that Ferris students make greater gains than students at other comprehensive institutions. 

2005 Academic Profiles: Ferris Freshman and Seniors compared to national sample of 
comprehensive Colleges and Universities in Social Sciences 

Social Sciences 
Ferris F 
110.51 

National F 
111.94 

Social Awareness Assessment Test Instrument 

Ferris S 
114.35 

National S 
114.60 

Consistent with the emphasis on using multiple measures, the social awareness 
committee developed and employs an in-house instrument. Since the instrument is not nationally 
normed, it is difficult to determine what scores would be appropriate. The instrument does show 
gains in the mean score. Of special concern might be the low score in the College of Business 
cohort, a group whose professional aspirations would seem to require greater proficiencies in the 
social sciences. Cun-ently the results from such instruments are posted on the Web but are not 
specifically shared with other colleges. It might be useful to share the data from this instrument 
with the assessment committees for those colleges as a basis for fruitful discussions on how to 
enhance the performance for students or determine how the test itself might be skewed. For 
example, the COB students take economic courses that may or may not be representative of the 
general knowledge evaluated by the instrument. 

The Social Awareness Assessment Test (covering the disciplines of geography, 
sociology/anthropology, political science, psychology, and economics) is given annually to both 
first-year students (in FSUS courses) and senior students (in capstone courses). 
This assessment reflects what students can achieve both relatively before and after taking their 
required 9 credit hours in "social (science) awareness''. 

The Social Awareness Assessment Test was set up NOT to ask specific substantive type 
questions in the social sciences, which would then assume that students had taken certain 
specific social science courses. Instead, this test involves critical thinking and reasoning skills, 
conceptual awareness, and graph/chart/map reading skills, which of course are developed in 
certain social science courses, although students most likely will pick up these same skills in 
other courses in their majors. When students are taking only three social science awareness 
courses, and they may have done this years earlier, then this type of Social Awareness 
Assessment Test makes the most sense to achieve some credible results. 

A recent American Institutes for Research study (see the Grand Rap;ds Press article ''Not rocket 
science ... " January 20, 2006) revealed that college students are easily stumped by everyday 
analytical skills, such as reading chai1s and tables and reasoning through to conclusions. In that 
light, our Social Awareness Assessment Test is right on target to address a serious educational 
problem. 
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Results, 2004-2005 

Comparing FSUS students with capstone students (in the Colleges of Technology, Business, and 
Arts and Sciences), FSUS students had a mean right answer score of 3 .88 out of 15 questions and 
senior students had a mean right answer score of 8.18 out of 15. 

A comparison of senior students' right answers by College reveals: 

Technology 
56.6% 

Arts and Sciences 
61.5% 

Business 
50.2% 

Education/Health 
60.2% 

All Colleges 
55.2% 

(The percentages above do not quite add up to 55.25 because there were some students who 
declared themselves "other".) ,, 
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Scientific Understanding 

General Education Outcomes and Criteria: 

Scientific Understanding Outcomes Criteria 

The importance of science education for an informed citizenry can be easily demonstrated 
as society is increasingly shaped by the expanding scope of science. It is essential, not only 
for those students heading for careers in science, but for everyone, to acquire the skills 
necessary to respond to an ever-changing and unpredictable world. 

Students who have successfully completed their coursework in scientific understanding should: 

1. have a working knowledge of the fundamental principles of a natural science 
discipline; 

2. be able to use appropriate scientific reasoning skills to interpret and analyze content 
in the natural sciences; 

3. have a basic understanding of the scientific method, scientific concepts, and the 
evolution of scientific ideas; 

4. have a more positive attitude toward science and an increased confidence in their 
ability to understand science. 

Students should recognize that: 

1. the physical universe is understandable; 
2. scientific ideas are not static, but rather are dynamic and change over time; 
3. scientific principles are testable; 
4. scientific knowledge is based on a vast number of observations. 

Scientific Understanding Course Criteria Courses fulfilling the scientific understanding component of 
general education should: 

1. be open to students from all programs; 
2. explain the historical perspective of scientific ideas; 
3. utilize the scientific method for understanding the physical universe; 
4. present content deemed most important in traditional scientific disciplines; 
5. promote scientific awareness by developing the use of inquiry and observation; 
6. encourage thoughtful analysis that allows students to develop operative knowledge 

so that they may assess social, medical, and environmental issues, and make 
informed decisions; 

7. be taught by faculty with qualifications and background in the subject matter that 
meet the standards for university level instruction in that discipline; 

8. be recognizable as general education in the natural sciences at other institutions. 
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Assessment 

Academic Profiles 

While Ferris Freshmen entered scoring 1.09 points lower than the national norm, 
Ferris Seniors scored .13 more than the national norm. Since the Academic Profiles assesses 
the ability of students to read and understand scientific texts and reason scientifically, Ferris 
graduates meet the general education outcome in this area. 

Academic Profiles 2005: Ferris Freshman and Seniors compared to national sample of 
comprehensive Colleges and Universities in the natural sciences. 

Natural Sciences 
Ferris F 
112.60 

National F 
113.69 

Quantitative Skills 

General Education Outcomes and Criteria: 

Quantitative Skills - Outcomes Criteria 

Ferris S 
116.17 

National S 
116.04 

Mathematics serves as a context for the development of quantitative skills by facilitating the 
development of students' abilities to solve real world problems, make intelligent (more 
informed) decisions, evaluate quantitative information, and reason more effectively. 

Students who have completed the quantitative skills requirement should be able to: 

1. Perform basic operations (e.g., addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division) in 
the context of both arithmetic and algebra; 

2. Solve a variety of equations (e.g., linear, quadratic, radical, exponential, logarithmic, 
or trigonometric equations); 

3. Estimate and approximate answers to a variety of problems (i.e., recognize both the 
range of possible answers and when an "answer" is outside the range of possible 
answers); 

4. Demonstrate a conceptual understanding of mathematics (e.g., represent 
mathematical information using symbols, graphs, tables and verbal explanations); 

5. Demonstrate a procedural understanding of mathematics (i.e., carry out the steps 
required to arrive at a final answer or conclusion); 

6. Explain and demonstrate the relevance of mathematics to the real world (e.g., give 
examples of how mathematics is used in the real world); 

7. Represent real-world problems using mathematics (i.e., model real-world problems); 
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8. Solve both real-world problems and problems that exist within the context of 
mathematics itself; 

9. Select an appropriate formula for a given real-world problem, and use it to solve the 
problem; 

10. Demonstrate the appropriate use of computing technology to solve quantitative 
problems. 

Assessment 

Academic Profiles 

While Ferris Freshmen score .48 points below the national norm, Ferris Seniors 
score 1.25 above the national norm. Clearly Ferris graduates achieve the quantitative skills 
comparable to those of graduates from other institutions. 

Academic Profiles 2005: Ferris Freshman and Seniors compared to national sample of 
comprehensive Colleges and Universities in Mathematics 

Mathematics 
Ferris F 
112.38 

National F 
112.86 

Ferris S 
115.85 

National S 
114.60 
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NSSE Data 

Ferris Seniors were consistent with Seniors at selected peer institutions in evaluating 
the institutions effectiveness in preparing them to analyze quantitative problems with 74% 
of those surveyed indicating that Ferris contributed quite a bit or very much to their ability to 
analyzing quantitative problems. 

Quantitative Skills 
Institutional Effectiveness 

Analyzing Very little 
quantitative 

Some problems 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Total 

First Year 
Ferris FY Selected P. 

213 9% 
828 32% 

1124 35% 
793 25% 

2958 #### 

Seniors 
Ferris SN Selected P. 

218 7% 

777 23% 
1234 37% 
1138 33% 
3367 #### 
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Race/ Ethnicity and/or Gender 

Race/Ethnicity and/or Gender Outcomes Criteria: 

In a society and work environment where issues of diversity are recognized as important 
towards social awareness and working conditions, graduates should be able to demonstrate 
working knowledge and understanding of issues surrounding race/ethnicity and/or gender. 

Race/Ethnicity and/or Gender Outcomes Criteria 

Ferris graduates should have increased their ability or capacity to: 

• Articulate the ways in which existing issues surrounding race/ethnicity and/or gender 
impact the construction of identity, stereotypes, prejudice, discrimination, and 
privilege, especially within the United States. 

• Comment accurately about current events and issues in the United States and 
throughout the world as they directly relate to race/ethnicity and/or gender. Ideally, 
this would include an awareness of the interconnectedness of these events and 
issues from the perspective of different disciplines. 

• Describe distinct attributes (geographic, scientific, economic, cultural, linguistic 
and/or historical) of race/ethnicity and/or gender. This would also include discussion 
of how these attributes have impacted the social construction of race/ethnicity 
and/or gender or how race/ethnicity and/or gender, especially within the United 
States, have themselves affected these attributes. 

• Identify the meaning and influence of the categories known as race/ethnicity and/or 
gender has had on the production of social knowledge and individual responses to 
that social knowledge. 

And, 

• Ferris graduates should develop a more positive perspective and consciousness of 
the significance of race/ethnicity and/or gender, both in terms of how these concepts 
have shaped their own world view as well as enhancing their understanding of social 
relations. 

Race/Ethnicity and/or Gender Course Criteria 

For a course to be designated as fulfilling the race/ethnicity and/or gender requirement, it 
shall be specifically focused on the realization of the race/ethnicity and/or gender outcome. 

The course must meet the following criteria: 

1. Course must approach the subject of race/ethnicity and/or gender from an 
identifiable theoretical framework 

2. Course must address race/ethnicity and/or gender issues appropriate to the course 
discipline. Courses can narrowly address a single category (race, or ethnicity, or 
gender), or any combination of two categories (race and gender, or race and 
ethnicity, or gender or ethnicity), or all three categories combined. No matter how 
the course is configured, at least 75% of the course content must be based on issues 
clearly identified as race/ethnicity and/or gender. 
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3. Course materials must demonstrate clear evidence that the significant focus of the 
course is concerned with race/ethnicity and/or gender. Such evidence will be 
included in: 

a. the course description. 
b. the title(s) or chapter heading of reading assignments. 
c. the lecture topics specified in each course syllabus. 
d. the graded assignment and examination materials in each course section. 

REG Assessment 

It should be of some concern that in NSSE data 19% of seniors saw Ferris has 
having very little role in encouraging contact among students from different economic, 
social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds, and 36% saw Ferris as only offering some 
encouragement for such contacts. Still, it is good news that more than 50% of students though 
less than 60% consider themselves as often or very often having a serious conversation with 
someone different from themselves in race, ethnicity, religious beliefs, political opinions, or 
personal values. 

A recent study of the impact of REG courses, conducted by the REG Committee 
2006-2007 under Andy Karafa, found that FSU REG courses, regardless of category, 
correlated with a higher score on the REG Survey, suggesting that REG courses do in fact 
change attitudes concerning diversity. One of the issues on campus, however, is whether the 
diversity goals reflect political biases. For example, one of the survey questions is "Recent 
immigrants should adopt the American, mainstream values & beliefs." This committee believes 
that it is debatable within the Ferris community about what should be considered an improved 
score on this issue, at least on some questions. 

NSSE Data 

Race Ethnicity and Gender 
First Years Seniors 
Ferris FY Selected P. Ferris SN Select P. 

··cy~fr:. ·..z~~ 444 12% 
1270 34% 

Had serious Never 489 15% 
conversations with 
students of a Sometimes 1064 33% 
different race or Often 818 27% 972 28% 

:1~~l .J!JO.% 
867 26% 

3553 #### 

ethnicity than your Very often 731 24% 
own 

Total 3102 #### 

Had serious Never 319 12% 304 9% 
conversations with 
students who are Sometimes 1046 33% 1271 35% 
very different from Often 907 29% 1073 30% 
you in terms of their Very often 830 26% 
religious beliefs, 

904 26% 

political opinions, or 
".~Jl! ... a~I!~\ personal values Total 3102 #### 3552 #### 

) Institutional Effectiveness 
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Encouraging contact Very little 382 15% 711 19% 
among students from 

Some 950 34% 1264 36% different economic, 
social, and racial or Quite a bit 972 30% 927 29% 
ethnic backgrounds Very much 686 21% 501 16% 

Total 2990 #### 3403 #### 

) 

) 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 
COLLEGE OF ARTS & SCIENCES 

FERRIS STATE UNIVERSITY 

Susan Morris, Chair, REG Committee 

J. Andy Karafa, Associate Professor of Psychology 

REG Survey Results from Winter '07 Data - Revised 

04/04/08 

Initial analyses of the Race, Ethnicity, and Gender (REG) Survey have been completed. These analyses 
investigated the instrument's internal reliability, its factor structure, and its relationship with two groups 
of classes: those considered to be part of Category A and those listed as patt of Category B. The first 
category represents those courses that were reviewed under the latest REG criteria. The second category 
contains those courses that were automatically considered REG before the latest review process was 
generated. (Please see the attached criteria.) 

The Survey is made up of 17 items. The first 15 collectively measure attitudes and beliefs related to REG 
issues. The 161

h item serves as a one-item index of the degree to which "one or more" of a respondent's 
"classes at Ferris encouraged" her/him "to think about human differences based on race, ethnicity and/or 
gender." The 171h item asks students about how "carefully" they "read each statement" and the degree to 
which they "attempted to arrive at the best answer." For the analyses described below, REG Survey 
scores are based on the first 15 items. The last two are analyzed separately. 

The analyses below are based on n = 207 - 220. The n varies between analyses due to missing data. 

Internal Reliability: 
The REG Survey demonstrated adequate internal reliability (a= .72). Additional inspection suggested 
that the removal of item #9 (see the attached copy of the survey) would enhance the scale's reliability. 
Following the removal of this item, the reliability improved (a= .79). Hence, the following analyses 
were conducted without item #9. In sum, each item on the questionnaire appeared to tap the same 
underlying construct. 

Reliability must not be confused with validity. That is, although the items appear to assess the same 
underlying construct, we cannot be ce1tain what that construct is. Future analyses should examine 
whether this Survey correlates with other measures designed to tap REG-related content (i.e., content 
validity analysis). 

Factor Analysis: 
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Although the Survey demonstrated good reliability, it seemed reasonable to suspect that items might 
cluster to measure different facets of the underlying construct. A factor analysis was conducted to look at 
this possibility. A principle component analysis was generated; an oblique rotation was chosen given the 
likelihood that the resulting factors would be correlated. 

The analysis uncovered 3 factors. (Again, see the attached survey.) The first factor was made up of 9 
items and explained 28.48% of the variance. This factor appears to tap discrimination and fairness as 
they are connected to diversity (e.g., sex roles, respect, etc.). The second factor, made up of 3 items, 
explained 12.84% of the variance. This factor seems to measure negative attitudes toward minorities and 
immigrants. The third factor included only two items and explained 8.33% of the variance. This factor 
seems to relate to the place of women in society (e.g., power). 

Although a quick perusal of correlations suggested that each factor exhibited different predictive qualities, 
it is unclear whether the factors are indeed measuring different aspects of the same construct. In 
particular, factors 2 and 3 include only negatively worded items, items that imply a negative attitude 
toward diversity. Hence, the two factors might have separated from the first factor based on the negative 
wording of the items, and might not reflect a conceptual difference. Additional analyses are warranted. 

The following analyses involve the whole Survey. High scores on the Survey suggest greater 
understanding of and appreciation for REG-related material. 

Correlations: 
) Correlations between the Survey and the frequency of Category A and Category B courses were 

examined. Scores on the Survey and the frequency with which respondents indicated taking Category A 
courses were not significantly related (r = .12. p > .05). Scores on the Survey were significantly related to 
the frequency with which respondents indicated taking Category B courses (r = .26, p < .05). The 
correlation between scores on the Survey and the frequency of taking REG courses, regardless of 
category, was also significant (r = .25, p < .05). 

On the surface, the lack of a significant relationship between Category A courses and scores on the 
Survey is surprising. However, Category A courses were much less commonly repo11ed, therefore 
reducing the possible variability when compared to Category B courses. Hence, this finding might be an 
artifact of reduced range rather than an indication that Category A courses are ineffective. This reasoning 
is pat1ially suppm1ed by the relations between the item "One or more of my classes at Ferris encouraged 
me to think about human differences based on race, ethnicity, and/or gender" and the two categories of 
classes. This survey item was positively correlated with Category A courses (r = .14, p < .05) and 
Category B courses (r = .24, p < .05. 

Multiple Regressions: 
Finally, regression analyses were performed to control for the respondents' self-assessed seriousness, as 
indexed by the 1 i 11 item. In order to control for this element, a hierarchal regression analysis was 
conducted where scores on the Survey served as the criterion (dependent) variable. The 1 i 11 item was 
entered in as a predictor (independent variable) in step one, and Category A scores and Category B scores 

) were entered together as predictors in step 2. 
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) The carefulness item significantly predicted scores on the Survey (fJ = .29, p < .05). In the next step, 
Category A courses failed to significantly predict Survey scores (fJ = .03, p > .05), whereas Category B 
courses did predict Survey scores (fJ = .25, p < .05). 

) 

) 

These analyses basically duplicated the correlations described above. However, the positive relation 
between the carefulness item and Survey scores suggests that this is a useful item to retain for future REG 
assessment. 

Summary & Caveats: 
The REG Survey appears to be an internally reliable measure. Future work needs to be done to assess its 
validity and better understand its factor structure. 

Collectively, the analyses suggest that taking FSU REG courses, regardless of category, is related to 
higher scores on the REG Survey. In other words, as the frequency of taking REG-related courses 
increases, so do scores on the REG survey. This correlation can be interpreted in at least three ways. 
First, it might mean that exposure to REG material leads to a greater understanding of/appreciation for 
REG issues. Second, it might indicate that those who already appreciate/understand REG issues (e.g., 
sociology majors) tend to take more REG courses. Third, it is likely that the overall number of credits 
taken correlates with the number of REG credits taken. Hence, an understanding of/appreciation for REG 
issues might be driven by level of education and not the number of specific REG courses taken. 

So, future analyses should control for number of credit hours achieved. Also, a field asking for the 
respondent's major should be added to the survey instrument. 
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Reading 

Academic Profiles 

2005 Academic Profiles: Ferris Freshman and Seniors compared to national sample of 
comprehensive Colleges and Universities in Reading. 

Contrary to expectations, while Ferris Freshmen enter with a mean score 1.66 below 
the national norm, Ferris Seniors nearly approximate the national norm, only .24 points 
behind other institutions. This is a significant improvement over 1996 when entering Freshmen 
scored 112 and exiting Ferris students scored only 117, a score that was at that time only slightly 
above the national norm for entering freshmen. Clearly this is caused in part by the change in 
admission standards. 

Reading 

NSSE Data 

Academic Profiles in Reading 
Ferris F National F Ferris S 
115.20 116.86 119.64 

National S 
119.88 

It should be a concern that 23% of Ferris seniors indicate that they often or very 
often come to class without completing the reading or assignments; however, this is actually 
lower than the self-report of seniors at selected peer institutions of 27%. Students in focus 
groups often pointed out that it wasn't always necessary to read the assignments since the 
material tended to be covered in class and only the class material was tested. Only 18% of Fen-is 
seniors report that they never read for pleasure outside of class assignments compared to 23% for 
selected peers. Perhaps more significantly 61 % of Fen-is seniors indicate that they often or very 
often discuss courses or the assigned readings outside of class. So while it is alarming that so 
many students come to class unprepared and that any university students never read for pleasure, 
the performance of Fen-is seniors is consistent with those at selected peer institutions. 
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Reading 
First Years Seniors 

Ferris FY Selected P. Ferris SN Selected P. 
f. Come to class Never 583 20% 524 15% 

without 
completing Sometimes 1905 57% 2164 58% 

readings or Often 573 16% 676 18% 
assignments Very often 252 7% 345 9% 

Total 3313 #### 3709 #### 

3a. Number of 
assigned 
textbooks, 
books, or 
book-length 
packs of 
course 
readings None 19 1% 53 2% 

Between 1-4 475 20% 944 27% 
Between 5-

10 1333 43% 1397 39% 
Between 11-

20 903 26% 672 20% 
More than 

20 346 10% 446 13% 

Total 3076 #### 3512 #### 
b. Number of 

books read on 
your own (not 
assigned) for 
personal 

) enjoyment or 
I academic 

enrichment None 827 28% 783 23% 

Between 1-4 1642 51% 1841 51% 
Between 5-

10 398 13% 526 15% 
Between 11-

20 116 4% 189 6% 
More than 

20 93 3% 172 5% 
Total 3076 #### 3511 #### 

p. Discussed 
ideas from 
your readings 
or classes with 
faculty 
members 
outside of 
class Never 1470 47% 1226 34% 

Sometimes 1203 37% 1556 43% 

Often 332 11% 532 15% 

Very often 129 4% 271 8% 

Total 3134 #### 3585 #### 

Discussed ideas Never 208 7% 172 5% 
from your readings 

Sometimes 1230 40% 1272 37% or classes with 
others outside of Often 1083 35% 1327 36% 
class (students, 
family members, 

Very often 578 19% 780 23% 

·~co-workers, etc.) Total 3099 #### 3551 #### 
) 
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Enhancing Reading Across the Curriculum 

It is hemiening that the mean for Ferris seniors approximates the national norm for 
reading. Still, given the value of reading skills in all professions and for the role of our graduates 
as citizens, efforts need to be made to continue to improve student reading. On the Academic 
Profiles, 39% of Ferris seniors scored as not proficient in reading 2, the critical thinking 
level of reading, which suggests room for appropriate It would neither be helpful nor 
appropriate to mandate any particular approach to enhance student reading across the curriculum, 
including critical reading skills. The only reasonable solution is faculty development seminars 
for interested faculty on how to enhance student critical reading. The General Education Reading 
Sub-committee has been inactive for some time. It could be helpful to reconstitute a 
committed team of faculty dedicated to quality reading who could lead the effort to 
continue the educational effort to enhance the reading skills of Ferris students 
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Reasoning Ability and Lifelong Learning 

Reasoning Ability 
Graduates should demonstrate competence in problem-solving, critical thinking and 

independent decision making with respect to both personal and professional issues. Graduates 
should also be able to apply principles of ethical decision-making, valuing, and civic 
responsibility in both their personal and professional lives. 

Alumni and Employer Surveys 
A review of employer and alumni surveys in completed Program Reviews from a number 

of programs found that critical thinking and ethical decision making were scored with a 4.25 or 
higher mean on a 5 point scale where 5 was the highest possible score. 

Academic Profiles 
On a scale of 100-130, the entering score of Ferris freshmen of 107.93, 1.5 points below 

the already low national norm of 109.43. Ferris seniors approximate the national norm with a 
score of 111. 76 compared to a norm of 112.16, only .40 points below the national norm. Still, by 
the estimation of the Academic Profiles, 95% of Ferris freshmen are not proficient in critical 
thinking skills and 80% of seniors are not proficient, with 15% marginally proficient, and only 
7% proficient. This should be of some concern. 

2005 Academic Profiles: Ferris Freshman and Seniors compared to national sample of 
comprehensive Colleges and Universities in Critical Thinking 

Critical Thinking 

NSSE Data 

Ferris F 
107.93 

National F 
109.43 

Ferris S 
111.76 

National S 
112.16 

The data here is complex and needs to be carefully analyzed. We seem to make less of an impact 
on synthesizing ideas/information and making judgment than on memorizing, analyzing, and 
applying ideas/information. A significant number of seniors (50%) only sometimes or never 
examined the strength or weakness of their own views. Of seniors, 3 7% only sometimes or never 
try to look at ideas from the perspective of someone else. Still, 63% of students frequently 
learned something that changed the way they understood an issue or concept. 
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2006 NSSE Data Critical Thinking First Year Seniors 
) Ferris FY Selected P Ferris SN Selected P 

Put together ideas or Never 191 7% 95 3% 
concepts from 

Sometimes 1324 43% 1003 29% different courses 
when completing Often 1207 37% 1642 45% 
assignments or Very often 415 13% 846 23% 
during class 
discussions Total 3137 #### 3586 #### 
Coursework Very little 143 4% 298 9% 
emphasizes: 

Some 864 28% 1081 31% Memorizing facts, 
ideas, or methods Quite a bit 1217 39% 1291 37% 
from your courses Very much 855 29% 863 24% 
and readings 

Total 3079 #### 3533 #### 
Coursework Very little 89 4% 66 
emphasizes: 

Some 631 22% 592 17% Analyzing the basic 
elements of an idea, Quite a bit 1389 44% 1561 44% 
experience, or theory Very much 971 30% 1309 38% 

Total 3080 #### 3528 #### 
Coursework Very little 153 5% 145 4% 
emphasizes: 

Some 996 32% 922 25% Synthesizing and 
organizing ideas, Quite a bit 1196 38% 1463 41% 
information, or Very much 732 25% 998 30% 
experiences 

Total 3077 #### 3528 #### 
Coursework Very little 191 7% 198 6% 
emphasizes: Making 

Some 957 32% 945 26% judgments about the 
value of information, Quite a bit 1280 40% 1389 39% 

) arguments, or Very much 648 21% 992 29% 
methods 

Total 3076 #### 3524 #### 
Coursework Very little 113 4% 126 4% 
emphasizes: 

Some 714 25% 667 19% Applying theories or 
concepts to practical Quite a bit 1203 38% 1296 36% 
problems or in new Very much 1049 32% 1437 41% 
situations 

Total 3079 #### 3526 #### 
Thinking critically Very little 80 3% 76 2% 
and analytically 

Some 545 21% 491 14% 

Quite a bit 1259 42% 1345 39% 

Very much 1079 35% 1459 44% 

Total 2963 #### 3371 #### 
Examined the Never 354 13% 328 9% 
strengths and 

Sometimes 1278 41% 1350 38% weaknesses of your 
own views on a Often 1001 32% 1177 34% 
topic or issue Very often 423 13% 631 19% 

Total 3056 #### 3486 #### 
Tried to better Never 208 8% 6% 
understand 

Sometimes someone else's 1156 37% 33% 

views by imagining Often 1128 36% 37% 
how an issue looks Very often 
from his or her 

564 18% 24% 

perspective Total 3056 #### #### 
Learned something Never 143 6% 124 4% 
that changed the 

Sometimes 1087 36% 1215 35% way you 

) 
understand an issue Often 1230 39% 1415 40% 
or concept Very often 598 19% 732 21% 
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Political Engagement 
Part of the publicly stated outcome for Reasoning Ability is tied directly to civic responsibility. 

The 2006 NSSE data was collected before the full impact of the Political Engagement project which is 
involving 30 or more instructors a semester in building political engagement into course work. Ferris 
seniors are less inclined at 48% to vote than selected peers at 40%. However, Ferris seniors are 
consistent with seniors at selected peer institutions in their volunteer efforts. Ferris course work tends to 
require more community service with 42% of Ferris seniors having participated sometimes, often, or 
very often in community-based project as part of their course work compared to 40% of seniors at 
selected peer institutions. 59% of Ferris seniors have reported doing community service or volunteer 
work compared to 58% of the seniors at peer institutions. It is likely that the political engagement 
project will effectively increase student civic involvement. 

Political Engagement 
First Year Seniors 
Ferris FY Selected P. Ferris SN Selected P. 

Voting in local, Very little 1447 46% 1352 40% 
state, or national 

Some 863 30% 1112 32% elections 
Quite a bit 416 15% 535 16% 
Very much 205 9% 349 12% 

Total 2931 #### 3348 #### 

Participated in a Never 2202 72% 2096 60% 
community-based 

Sometimes 623 19% 965 25% project (e.g. service 
learning) as part of Often 218 7% 334 9% 
a regular course Very often 91 2% 189 5% 

Total 3134 #### 3584 #### 

Community service Have not decided :;)l{'~> 470 17% <Jll% 317 10% 
or volunteer work 

Do not plan to do ;~'6% 262 JI% •'}ft% 558 18% 

Plan to do Fi8~L 1221 38% <·•·.··111% 450 14% 
Done 

~~87 
~<39W,. 1073 34% ··Js9% 2125 58% 

Total ;iol~ 3026 #### JOO~ 3450 #### 
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Lifelong Learning and Organizational Skills 
Graduates should demonstrate skills which are critical not only for success in college 

coursework, but also for lifelong learning and effective perforn1ance of personal and professional 
responsibilities. These include: 

Library and information skills-the ability to identify, access and evaluate information and 
materials as needed for both personal and professional purposes. 

More than 60% of Ferris seniors believe they have the skills to find the sources they need 
and evaluate their sources, with only 8% or fewer disagreeing or strongly disagreeing that they 
have these skills. It is significant that 78% of Ferris seniors agree or strongly agree that Ferris 
instructors provided assistance in using and analyzing resources, with only 3% disagreeing. 
There are, however, some reasons for concern. Students (62%) tend to use online sources to 
complete required assignments. Yet, only 55% of seniors agreed or strongly agreed that their 
Ferris courses required regular use of the library and external information. Only 51 % claimed 
that they accessed information from sources beyond the classroom weekly. Seniors do not 
perceive themselves as having to do regular research as part of course work. Only 56% of seniors 
agreed or strongly agreed that the library staff provided guidance in selecting and evaluating 
resources, a result that needs to be explored further. 

Lifelong Learning Survey 2007 Seniors N 200 
Lifelong learning Survey by Percentage SA A N D SD 
01 a. My Ferris courses required regular use of library and 
external information. 18% 37% 22% 17% 5% 
01 b. Ferris instructors provided assistance in using and 
analyzing resources 18% 60% 18% 3% 0% 
01 c. Ferris library staff provided guidance selecting and 
evaluating resources 19% 37% 35% 7% 2% 
O! d. I accessed info. Sources beyond classroom at least 
weekly. 13% 38% 23% 22% 4% 
01 e. I used online sources in completing many required 
assignments. 25% 47% 13% 11% 3% 
01 f. I developed skills in evaluating the merit of information 
resources. 16% 54% 23% 6% 2% 
01 g. I am confident in my ability to explain why some sources 
are better than others. 21% 47% 28% 4% 0% 
01 h. I have the knowledge I need to find and evaluate 
resources beyond Ferris. 28% 57% 13% 2% 0% 
01 i. My Ferris education introduced sufficient info to provide a 
solid foundation. 16% 60% 19% 4% 0% 
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Project Organization Skills -the ability to organize individual and group projects with effective 
time-management, goal-setting, and resource allocation. 

Most students report that they have learned project organization skills as part of one or 
more courses and that they have skills in planning and implementing projects. Alumni and 
employer surveys from a number of different programs confirm this (see page xxx). We have no 
primary data on the actual performance of students in project organization. It would be useful to 
collect such data across the curriculum using a common project organization rubric. 

Lifelong Learning Survey 2007 Seniors N 200 
SA A N D SD 

02 a. My Ferris education assisted in developing project 
management skills. 17% 63% 15% 4% 1% 
02 b. I have had the opportunity to plan and implement a 
project. 26% 61% 9% 3% 0% 
02 c. One or more of my Ferris courses taught project 
organization skills. 29% 54% 10% 6% 1% 
02 d. I am confident of my ability to organize projects outside 
of my classes. 25% 60% 12% 2% 0% 
02 e. Project organization or management is a strength I could 
cite on my resume. 16% 50% 26% 6% 2% 
02 f. I can use technology to support the development of a 
project. 34% 55% 11% 0% 1% 
02 g. I can meet the communication requirements of project 
management. 18% 68% 12% 1% 0% 
02 h. I am able to organize a project to assure its timely 
completion. 20% 68% 10% 1% 0% 

Collaborative Skills- The ability to work as part of a team to learn and teach cooperatively, to 
appreciate individual differences, and to assess one's own and others' roles in a working group. 

While most students feel prepared to work as a member of a team and work 
collaboratively with diverse groups, respecting the value of diverse views and backgrounds, the 
results could be stronger. Only 9% of students either have no opinion or disagree that they had an 
opportunity to collaborate on projects or assignments. However, it should be a concern that 21 % 
have no opinion or disagree about whether Ferris helped develop collaborative kills. A consistent 
27% or more of seniors do not agree that collaboration skills were taught, modeled, or reinforced 
in a way that improved their ability to be a member of a team. This suggests that more overt 
instruction in collaboration should be a part of the curriculum. 

Lifelong Learning Survey 2007 Seniors N 200 
SA A N D SD 

03 a. My Ferris education developed collaborative skills. 14% 64% 19% 2% 0% 
03 b. I have had the opportunity to collaborate on projects or 
assignments. 37% 54% 7% 2% 0% 
03 c. Collaboration skills were introduced or taught in my 
courses. 22% 49% 21% 8% 0% 
03 d. Collaboration skills were modeled and reinforced in my 
courses. 16% 52% 27% 5% 0% 
03 e. My Ferris education emphasized the importance of 
collaboration. 17% 47% 27% 9% 0% 
03 f. I improved my ability to be a member of a group or team. 25% 49% 20% 7% 0% 
03 g. I will be able to work effectively with diverse groups in 32% 49% 17% 2% 0% 
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other contexts. 
Q3 h. Prepared to recognize the value of diverse points of 
view and backgrounds. 25% 53% 18% 3% 2% 

The NSSE Data confirm that Ferris seniors have a fair amount of experience working 
with other students across the curriculum and that they believe that the institution has been 
effective in assisting them to work effectively with others. In this area we are consistent with 
selected peer institutions. 

Collaboration NSSE 2006 

Worked with other 
students 
on projects during 
class 

Worked with 
classmates outside 
of class to prepare 
class assignments 

Never 
Sometimes 
Often 
Very often 

Never 
Sometimes 
Often 
Very often 

Total 

Total 

Institutional Effectiveness 
Working effectively Very little 
with others 

Some 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Total 

First Year Seniors 
Ferris FY Select P. Ferris SN Select P. 

384 11% 383 10% 
1420 45% 1512 41% 
1098 33% 1187 33% 
410 12% 626 17% 

3312 #### 3708 #### 

395 17% 202 7% 
1282 42% 1147 35% 
1081 28% 1233 33% 
556 13% 1133 26% 

3314 #### 3715 #### 

161 7% 113 4% 
708 25% 631 20% 

1152 39% 1345 39% 
944 29% 1281 37% 

,,;$l't~1ml~:~· . 2965 #### 3370 #### 
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Computer Competence-the ability to use and learn more about computers, as needed, in their 
) personal and professional lives. 

) 

) 

Ferris seniors generally report themselves as having computer competency, familiar with 
how to install programs, know computer hardware, know how to use computers for careers, are 
able to independently learn new computer applications, perform advanced functions, understand 
operating systems, and use the internet. Most see courses as integrating or requiring the use of 
computers. Seniors are least confident about their ability to create a basic web page with only 
42% of seniors agreeing that they have those skills. NSSE data supports these results. More than 
80% of seniors report that Ferris contributed quite a bit or very much to their ability to use 
computer and informational technology. However, seniors report less use of the internet or other 
electronic media than one might expect as a part of course work with 40% reporting sometimes 
or never using electronic media for discussing assignments and 22% only sometimes or never 
using e-mail to communicate with instructors. 

Lifelong Learning Survey 2007 Seniors N 200 
SA A N D SD 

Q4 a. My courses integrated and/or required the use of 
computers. 59% 36% 3% 3% 0% 
Q4 b. I know how to install a new computer program. 52% 34% 8% 6% 0% 
Q4 c. I am familiar with the basics of how computer hardware 
works. 48% 39% 8% 5% 0% 
Q4 d. I know enough about computers to meet the demands of 
my careers. 51% 39% 8% 3% 0% 
Q4 e. I can learn new computer applications on my own. 47% 37% 11% 3% 0% 
Q4 f. I can perform advanced functions on at least three 
applications. 41% 38% 13% 5% 3% 
Q4 g. I understand how the operating system works. 37% 31% 15% 13% 4% 
Q4 h. I can create a basic web page that will meet the needs of 
an employer. 21% 21% 20% 28% 10% 
Q4 i. I regularly utilize the internet to gather information and 
support activities. 62% 33% 4% 2% 0% 
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Computer Competency: NSSE 2006 
First Year 
Ferris FY Selected P. 

Used an electronic Never 
medium (listserv, 

Sometimes chat group, Internet, 
instant messaging, Often 
etc.) to discuss or Very often 
complete an 
assignment Total 

Used e-mail to Never 
communicate with an 
instructor Sometimes 

Often 
Very often 

Total 

Institutional Effectiveness 

Using computing and 
information 
technology 

Using computers in 
academic work 

Very little 
Some 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Very little 
Some 
Quite a bit 
Very much 

Total 

Total 

ISYS 105 Report 

428 16% 

925 29% 

917 28% 

863 26% 

3133 #### 

59 4% 

821 29% 

1183 35% 

1073 32% 

3136 #### 

160 6% 

648 24% 

1059 35% 

1097 34% 

2964 #### 

74 4% 

333 13% 

959 34% 

1626 50% 

2992 #### 

Senior 
Ferris SN Selected P. 

384 11% 

1026 29% 

962 26% 

1215 34% 

3587 #### 

24 1% 

563 17% 

1147 32% 

1852 50% 

3586 #### 

1 18 4% 

563 17% 

1 162 35% 

1529 44% 

3372 #### 

'~-~! 
53 2% 

281 9% 

944 29% 

l!J~~ :~A% 2129 61% 

~it 
... 

too~· 3407 #### 

The ISYS report that follows shows that incoming students may not have the skills in 
common Microsoft Office functions that they believe and that students make real gains in a 
course like ISYS 105 that instructs students in such technology 

Defining and Assessing Computer Competency 
Given the very different expectations for computer skills across the diverse programs at 

Ferris, the actual outcomes have not been very clearly defined. What skills should students have 
and at what levels? Once these outcomes have been clearly defined, some real primary data need 
to be collected on the actual ability of students. 
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A learning model for value added delivery of a beginning 
computer course. 

Jay Hettiarachchy, Richard Hewer, Ashley Moul (student assistant) 
Computer Information Systems Department 

Ferris State University 
College of Business 

119 South Street, Big Rapids, MI 49307 
hettiarj@ferris.edu 

Abstract 

This paper presents a learning model practiced successfully in engaging 
freshmen in the effective use of computers throughout their college life at Ferris 
State University. The model combines pedagogical teaching with an online 
learning environment thereby stimulating the learners to engage in a flexible 
learning process monitored by the Web-CT and Prentice Hall Train and Assess 
IT (PHIT) testing software. This model was developed over a period of four 
years as a response to the rapidly changing technological challenges in our 
classrooms, to provide a PC Office competency course that meets the needs of 
Ferris State University students in a variety of disciplines. The paper provides 
an analysis of the data gathered on a regular basis. We are confident from the 
data that our model has essentially added value to the introductory level 
computer literacy needs of the students attending the College of Business and 
Technology at Ferris State University 
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Introduction 

The pervasive impact of computing technology on all areas of education from grade school to 
higher education brought with it a multitude of challenges within the past fifteen years to college 
instructors who are directly involved in training novice students to use computing technology in 
the most productive way in their respective disciplines and majors. These challenges are 
compounded by the rapid changes in the software industry as well as the response provided by 
the textbook publishers to these challenges. The primary focus of the training model discussed in 
this paper is providing students who are enrolled in a variety of disciplines and majoring in 
different programs with the most up-to-date knowledge and skill set in this highly volatile 
environment. 

Organization of the course 

The most important success factor of any project is in its planning stage. Faculty members in the 
CIS department at Ferris State University who are responsible for training students in this one 
hundred level course consider it as an ongoing project. The annual planning of this project is 
done during the summer. This project is co-ordinated by a lead faculty member who undertakes 
the responsibility of reviewing the latest textbooks and selecting the most suitable textbook and 
training material in consultation with other faculty members who have previous experience in 
teaching the course. The lead faculty member is also responsible for communicating with 
representatives of the textbook companies and participating in the national conferences relevant 
to the course. 

The second responsibility of the lead faculty member is to coordinate and manage the regular 
and adjunct faculty members responsible for teaching the course. Although it is not practicable to 
deliver the course in the same way in all the sections offered, every attempt is made by the lead 
faculty member to standardize the delivery of the course across all sections. This process 
involves a significant amount of organizational learning among faculty members who participate 
in teaching the course, especially among those who teach the course for the very first time. 

Thirdly, the annual training of teaching assistants who play an active role in helping students in 
larger classes having as many as f011y students is a very important factor of the outcome of this 
course. Bringing these student assistants to the desired level of proficiency in Web-CT and other 
third-party training tools in itself is a challenge just before the regular classes begin, at the 
beginning of an academic year. 

The last and not the least challenge of the lead faculty member is to assure the availability of 
software and hardware updates and upgrades that are compatible with the latest software 
versions installed on all computer laboratories where these classes are held. 
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The Challenge 

Over the years, we have observed that some students who enter college bring along with them a 
certain amount of experience in using computers including the skill set needed to work with 
Microsoft Office. Understandably, many college entering students lack or fall short of such 
previous experience, knowledge and the necessary skill set in using Microsoft Office. Such a 
state of affairs, make the determination of placing the college students in various programs that 
involves the use of MS Office somewhat problematic. This is because the college teachers are 
not always ready with a "toolkit" to determine: a) the experience and skill level at which students 
may be entering college b) the amount of training they aught to receive in order that they 
maximize their learning experience to meet the demands of their programs of study. 

In an attempt to respond to this challenge at Ferris State University, an initial effort was made as 
early as 2001 to formulate such a method. In that year, we simply asked the students how much 
knowledge they brought along with them into the classroom. We tried the same method in the 
following year. About seventy-five percent of the students thought they had the required 
experience and knowledge in MS Office; unfortunately, our finding was that they did not possess 
the required knowledge and experience at the time they entered the university. 

From the above trial methods, we were convinced that a screening test was necessary in order to 
find out the knowledge and experience level of college entering students in MS Office rather 
than taking their word for it. In an attempt to test their experience and knowledge level, we used 
Course Technology twenty minute evaluation tests in 2001. The problems associated with these 
tests made us to switch to Prentice Hall testing software during the same year. However, Prentice 
Hall testing software was not totally devoid of problems. After working with the latter testing 
software for a considerable period, we were able to refine the testing modules to suit our 
requirements. 

On administering the Prentice Hall test modules to over 1000 students, we found out the average 
student gets a 40% on the test. The charts given below show these results: 
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Students Passing Competency 
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Our response 

....... Students passing 
competency 

1) Measuring the effectiveness of the Microsoft Office class 

Our primary objective in designing this course was to add significant value to the course in the 
way we deliver it. In order to achieve this objective, we wanted to first screen and eliminate 
students who have gained the expected level of proficiency in MS Office at the time they entered 
FSU. A pre-test was administered for this purpose. 

The results of these tests show that most students who were predominately freshmen including a 
few juniors and seniors could only get a 50% grade on the material at the beginning of the 
course. As the results of the final exam show, students after going through the course scored 90% 
in the final exam. The data for the last two and a half years is charted below. 
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Fall 2005 

•Pre-Test •Post-Test 11111 Improvement 

FOS-RDD FOS-JB FOS- CK RAH-FOS AVG-FOS 

Fall 2006 

•Pre-Test •Post-Test •Improvement 

WM-FOG TB-FOG VD-FOG HP-FOG RAH-FOG AVG-FOG 
-------------··----··---····----

2) Standardization of the course 

Another very important course administration challenge that we faced was ensuring the 
standardization and maintenance of the quality of delivery of the course by six to seven different 
instructors including adjunct instructors per semester. In 2004, we decided to achieve these goals 
by creating a standardized course curriculum 1 using Web-CT learning platform2 in combination 
with the interactive graphical testing software package3 produced by Prentice Hall textbook 
publishing company. 
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As evident from the above two charts, there is no significant difference in student performance 
and the course outcomes among different sections of the course taught by several different 
professors. 

We are confident from our experience that the emulation testing software created by Prentice 
Hall Publishing Company does a good job of measuring student knowledge, experience, and skill 
level in the same manner across all different sections of the course taught by different instructors. 
By using this testing software in a Web-CT self-paced learning environment, we have been 
successful in removing almost all of the negative effects most professors have had on student 
learning. 

Moreover, this leaning model has enabled us to measure how well we achieve the expected 
outcomes in this course. 

Conclusions 

The flexible teaching /learning model that we experimented over a period of over 5 years at 
Ferris State University has enabled us to add value to this beginning computer literacy course 
that we offer in most business related programs and majors in the College of Business. By using 
the asynchronous learning environment provided by Web-CT, and the interactive graphical 
testing software tools developed by Prentice Hall textbook company, we have been able to assess 
student learning more accurately, give faster feedback to students, and significantly lower the 
time we spend on grading student assignments. 

The flexible, and almost self-paced nature of the student learning processes promoted in 
delivering this course in multi-sections offered every semester, has resulted in greater student 
satisfaction of this beginner course. 

Our future vision is to expand this course to cover all students of the College of Business and to 
expand it to include all freshmen admitted to FetTis State University. 
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Foot Notes 

1. Standard Course Syllabus adopted by all instructors responsible for delivering 
the course: 

ISYS 105 Fall 2005 

Instructor: Office: Office Hours: 'Phone: 

iCourse Objectives: 
!Upon completion of this course each student will have 
completed fifteen lessons and fifteen quizzes over all 
aspects of Microsoft Office 2003. The students will have 
a general knowledge of how to create and manipulate 
documents and files in Microsoft Office 2003: Word, 
Excel and PowerPoint. 

Teaching Methods: Assignments: 

E-mail: 
!Using Web-CT learning platform 
Prerequisite: 
This course covers a full semester and 
no prerequisites are necessary. 
Text: 
~"Exploring Microsoft Office (Word, 
Excel, and PowerPoint) 2003 ISBN 0-
536-82430-4, 0-536-82431-2 "Robert 
Grauer and Maryann Barber 

• Assignments: review 
Assignments, case problems, 
and readings will be 
periodically assigned to help 
support and supplement 
material found in the text. 
These assignments will 
require the application of 
'Microsoft Office 2003. 

Due dates are posted on the course calendar. If they are turned in 
'on the due date, you may receive up to 100% of the points 
available. If they are turned in from 1 minute to 7 days after the due 
date, you may receive up to70% of the points available. If they are 
turned in from 7 days to 14 days after the due date, you may 
receive up to 50% of the points available. 
Attendance: 
Attendance is required. Students will receive .5% for every class 
attended. 

• Quizzes: will be given to 
help ensure students stay .Grading: 
!current assigned material. The Letter grades will be determined 
:quizzes will be open book and using a standard percentage point 
'cumulative. evaluation as outlined below. 
·• Tests and/or Projects: One 'A = 93% - 930 Points 
test or project will be given 'A-= 90% - 900 Points 
for each of the major areas of B+ = 87% - 870 Points 
:study (Word, Excel & . B = 83% - 830 Points 
iPowerPoint.) B- = 80% - 800 Points 
'• Exams: One exam will be ':C+ = 77% - 770 Points 
:given at the end of the course. 'C = 73% - 730 Points 
·• Internet: All material will C- = 70% - 7oo Points 
.be distributed on the class 
web site. Class notes, 
.instructional material, and 

D+ = 67% - 670 Points 
D = 63% - 630 Points 
D- = 60% - 600 Points 

Grade will be computed 
using the following points. 

• Attendance 

'Lessons & 
Projects 

Quizzes 

Section Tests 
and/or Projects 

Final Exam 

15%-
150 

10%-
100 
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jstudent assignments will be 
[posted on this class website. 

2: Projects done on Web-CT learning environment. 

a) Sample Word Project 

Assignment Information 
Maximum grade: 50 
Due date: October 13, 2006 

100%-
1,000 

Instructions: 1. Create a word document inviting people to a Meet the Candidate Party 
at your house. 

2. Download the file below. 
3. Follow the instructions on the document. 
4. Save, upload and submit the document for grading. 

Assignment files: To view an assignment file, click its filename. 

r Files Modification date Size 

r Election! .doc August 21, 2006 10:36am 112.5 KB 
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Special Word Project with Mail Merge (35 

"Meet the candidates Party" 

In this assignment, you will research the internet for info ation on one of the candidates 
running in the upcoming election (see table on next page). Yo are hosting a "Meet the 
Candidates Party" at your home/apartment for that candidate t will be necessary for you to 
create a map showing your address from one of the many p sites located on the internet and a 
personal invitation to five friends. 

Your goal: 
Invite five friends or family to gather a your house or apartment to meet this 

candidate. 

List of What to Turn in (files should be name 

1. Database File (access file of five n es and addresses) 
2. Merged Document (a one-page 1 er going to five people with your invitations and a 

description of the night's events) 
a. Map (cut and pasted fr an internet site - include a footnote) 
b. Link to Candidate's si - (include a footnote) 
c. Information on the eeting or the agenda for the night- (include a footnote) 

Include all of the following so where in the preparation of your documents. 
You only have to use each of em one time. 

Graphic Watermark Textbox Callout Font size & .St!:jLe 

Footnote• Bold Underline Italicize 
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GOVERNOR 
Jennifer Granholm Democrat 

v.s 
Dick DeVos Republican 

SECRETARY OF STATE 
Terri Lynn Land Republican 

v.s 
Mary Waters Democrat 

ATTORNEY GENERAL 
Mike Cox Republican 

v.s 
) M. Scott Bowen Democrat 

U.SSENATOR 
Debbie Stabenow Democrat 

v.s 
Mike Bouchard Republican 

b) Sample Excel Project: 
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Assignment Information 
Maximum grade: 50 

Due date: December 7, 2006 

Instructions: On this Excel project, you need to create your transcript that you are going to 
have at the day you graduate from FSU. 

1. Start with a New Blank Excel Workbook. You will need to create a 
lookup table for grade-to-number and number-to-grade lookup. 

2. After you have done that, start filling in the transcript information as 
follows: 

o Row 1: Your Name 
o Row 2: Your school year (Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, 

Senior) 
o Row 3: The Class year (2005 Fall) 
o Row 4: Course, Credit, Grade, Quality 
o Row 5: Course#, Course name, Credit hrs., Letter grade 

(L TR), Grade #, Point, 
o Row6: 

• Fill in Cell A6 & B6 with class Number and Name, 
• Fill in Cell C6 with the number of credit hours for that 

class, 
• Fill in Cell D6 with the letter grade you are getting or 

hope to get for that class, 
• Fill in Cell E6 with the VLOOKUP to lookup the letter 

grade at the table to get the number grade. For example, 
=IF(D6<>"",VLOOKUP(D6,$T$1:$U$12,2,False),"") 

• Fill in Cell F6 with the quality points by multiply the 
credit hours with the number grade. For example, 
=C6*E6) 

3. Use autosum function to get the total of credit hours and the total of 
quality points. 

4. To get your number GPA for each semester, divide the total of quality 
points by the total of credit hours. For example, =F 12/C 12 

5. Use VLOOKUP to lookup the number grade at the table to get the 
letter grade. For example, =VLOOKUP(E12,$S$1 :$T$12,2) 

6. You will need to do this for the whole degree or 12 semesters 

Refer to the Semester example.JPG for the semester design layout. 
Refer to the Transcript example.JPG for the complete design layout. 

Assignment files: To view an assignment file, click its filename. 
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Files Modification date Size 

r Semester example.JPG November 7, 2005 1:50pm 29.6 KB 

r Transcript Example.JPG November 7, 2005 1:52pm 149.7 KB 

c) Sample Power Point Project: 

Maximum grade: 50 Due date: December 4, 2006 Instructions: Create a PowerPoint presentation 
of at least 10 slides, from a Word outline, Excel spreadsheets and the web 

• 1. Create a Word Outline that has the following main points: 
o 1st. What you want as a career. 
o 2nd. Why you want that to be your career. 
o 3rd. What it takes to get started in that career. 
o 4th. Where could you get the training needed. 
o 5th. Why did you choose Ferris? 
o 6th. What is the degree you will be getting here? 
o 7th. A sample transcript of your degree program without any grades. 
o 8th. Your desired transcript with grades and GPA. 
o 9th. Where you hope to work and why. 
o 10th. Why they will hire you. 

• 2. Using Excel create the following: 
o 1st. A sample transcript of your degree program without any grades. 
o 2nd. Your desired transcript with grades and GP A. 

• 3. Create a 10+ slide Power Point presentation from the Word Outline: 
o 1st. Add text to each of the slides that gives detailed explanations. 
o 2nd. Add the completed Excel transcripts to the appropriate slides 
o 3rd. Add graphics from the Ferris web site. 
o 4th. Add graphics from the employer and/or occupation web sites. 
o 5th. Use a variety of commands but keep the look and feel consistent. 

• 4. Upload and submit the Word, Excel and PowerPoint files. 

Assignment files: None 

2. Interactive Graphical Software testing samples: 
WORD, EXCEL and POWER POINT examples 
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Recommendations 

1. The data suggests that most students and faculty agree with the current general education 
outcomes, and the assessment data shows student growth related to those outcomes. Still given 
the significant percentage of faulty surveyed who believe a review of general education is 
warranted as well as the history of general education causes this committee to recommend that it 
be considered that a task force be formed jointly by the office of the VP AA and the Academic 
Senate to review the philosophy, outcomes, and course requirements for general education to 
recommend changes in Ferris State University's requirements. Such a review was a commitment 
made by then VP AA Michael Harris, seems called for by the many differing perspectives of 
general education on campus, the development of a new mission statement, and changes in 
external and internal circumstances since the current general education program was put in place. 

2. The Department of Languages and Literature should be asked to work with programs across 
the institution to determine where the writing of graduates falls short of expectations, identify 
causes of those deficiencies, and work cooperatively to improve student writing. Programs 
should be encouraged to share their concerns about their graduates' writing with the Department 
of Languages and Literature, sharing examples of inadequate writing and any available data on 
the writing skills of their students. Regular meetings between representatives of the Department 
of Languages and Literature and representatives from programs should be conducted to work 
collaboratively to assure that graduates have the best possible writing skills. The Center for 
Faculty Teaching and Development may also be an effective tool to improve the ability of 
faculty to assess writing skills and help students write more professional papers. 

3. The Writing Intensive Committee should be re-energized, consisting of representatives from 
the Department of Languages and Literature and faculty who teach WIC courses. The committee 
should insure that WIC courses meet the criteria for WIC courses, offer training to WIC 
instructors, share best practices, help programs interested in the WIC option establish effective 
WIC courses, and promptly review proposals for WIC status. The WIC study found that some 
faculty teaching WIC courses did not know that their courses were WIC courses, that some 
faculty desired additional training, and that some WIC courses did not seem to meet the WIC 
criteria. 

4. Courses that primarily serve as requirements for a program and are not specifically directed to 
serve as general education courses should remove their general education status, while allowing 
similar transfer courses to still count toward general education. With the addition of a number of 
Arts and Sciences programs, some former general education courses now tend to serve the needs 
of a program. For example, courses in American and British literature are now offered at the 300 
level and require LITR 250, which is not a general education course. These offerings should no 
longer satisfy the cultural enrichment requirement. However, often American and British 
literature courses are offered at the 200 level at community colleges where the courses serve a 
general education role. Such transfer courses should be allowed to count as satisfying the cultural 
enrichment requirement, even if the upper level literature courses at Ferris no longer retained 
their cultural enrichment status. 
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5. The process for approving courses for general education status should include an appeals 
process to the UNG EC where a 2/3 vote of all members of the committee will overrule the denial 
by a subcommittee and count as an approval of the course for the requested general education 
status 

6. Those who teach general education courses should be encouraged to better explain the value 
of the general education outcome(s) their courses meet and the value of their courses for enrolled 
students. 

7. Discussions should be conducted across campus on the role of general education, how general 
education could be made more effective, and how faculty advisors can help students select 
general education course offerings that would enrich their educational experience. 

8. A task force, under the direction of the University General Education Committee, should 
clarify the expectation of the university for computer competency. Current wording for this 
outcome does not clearly identify expectations for graduates. 

9. The Honors Program should be encouraged to establish a more regular, identified curriculum 
of Honors courses to minimize the use of experimental courses that seek general education 
status. Students have a right to know in advance what to expect from any curriculum, including 
an Honors curriculum. 

10. The Center for Faculty Teaching and Development should be encouraged to provide more 
workshops on reading across the cmTiculum to provide strategies for faculty to enhance student 
critical reading skills and develop other general education skills areas. 

11. A Lifelong Leaming Committee should be reconstituted to create rubrics on collaboration 
and other life long learning skills that can be used across the institution. The committee should 
also be responsible for determining methods to enhance student critical thinking skills. 

12. The General Education Coordinator position should be once again a faculty member position, 
with the duties for that position clearly articulated. An Assistant or Associate Vice President 
should still have responsibility for general education and work closely with the coordinator. The 
respective roles of the General Education Coordinator and Assistant/ Associate VP AA should be 
clearly m1iculated. 
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