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INTRODUCTION  
 

A. SACS RECOMMENDATION FOR COMPREHENSIVE STANDARD 3.5.1 
 

The Committee recommends that the institution develop and implement an 
assessment plan that provides evidence that its graduates have attained 
those college-level competencies identified in its general education 
program. 

 
B. A BRIEF HISTORY OF RESPONSES BY THE COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON 
 
The Visiting Committee’s Report stated that while the College participates in assessment of 
student learning outcomes in courses that meet general education requirements, assessment of 
general education goals was lacking. 
 
In the Response Report to the Visiting Committee, the College explained that six General 
Education Goals/Competencies (herein referred to as Competencies) were adopted by the 
Faculty Senate September 2006.  Based on these Competencies, the Ad Hoc Committee on 
General Education set forth a robust compilation of curricular change proposals to the Faculty 
Senate.  Though Faculty Senate discussions regarding the curriculum proposals were suspended 
during summer 2007, the Office of Accountability, Accreditation, Planning, and Assessment 
devised a detailed assessment matrix of the proposed curriculum that mapped the Institutional 
Goals, the current general education requirements, and the six General Education Competencies.  
In doing so, assessment of general education did not have to be postponed until the completion 
of the Faculty Senate’s deliberations. 
 
In the notification letter from the President of the Commission to College of Charleston President 
P. George Benson, dated January 9, 2008, it was reported that: 
 

The Commission on Colleges reaffirmed accreditation and requested a 
First Monitoring Report due September 5, 2008 [Note: per Dr. Wheelan 
we received an extension to September 15, 2008], addressing the visiting 
committee’s recommendation applicable to the following referenced 
standard of the Principles: 
 
CS 3.5.1 (College-Level Competencies), Recommendation 1 
Document that graduates have attained the General Education 
Competencies.  The timeline for the plan presented in the institution’s last 
report scheduled implementation of many of the assessments in 2008 and 
2009. 

 
On March 25, 2008, the General Education Proposals failed in the Faculty Senate by 
a vote of 33 in favor and 37 opposed.  While the provisos of the General Education 
Proposal did not pass the Faculty Senate, the six General Education Competencies  
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passed by the Faculty Senate in September, 2006, remained in place.  Based upon 
these actions, the College of Charleston submitted the First Monitoring Report on 
September 15, 2008.  This report outlined the actions the College of Charleston 
would take to ensure that our graduates have attained the General Education 
Competencies.  Among these were: 
 

 Adopt changes within the Office of Accountability, Accreditation, 
Planning, and Assessment (AAPA) regarding use of the Faculty Activity 
System; appoint a new Director of Institutional Assessment; utilize an 
online student evaluation of classes system; and strengthen ties between 
AAPA and the Office of Institutional Research (IR).1 

 Pilot the Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress (MAPP). 
 Undertake a retrospective study that utilizes hierarchical linear multilevel 

modeling procedures (course- and section-level) to study a representative 
sample of course sequencing within the General Education curriculum. 

 Outline detailed “…approaches to composition, thereby providing the 
Department of English and its Freshman English Committee with 
recommendations to consider as they evaluate the current curriculum.”  
(Taken from page 10 of the First Monitoring Report). 

 Modify the Alumni Surveys to gather data relative to the General 
Education Competencies. 

 Study the outcomes of the first two years of data from the First-Year 
Experience at the College of Charleston, which is the subject of our QEP. 

 Discuss the Advising Curriculum prepared by the Academic Advising and 
Planning Center—AAPC—for students in the first two years at the 
College of Charleston (prior to declaration of a major). 

 Utilize data from departmental-level content exams to correlate results 
with acquisition of the General Education Competencies by our seniors as 
they prepare to become graduates of the College of Charleston. 

                                                 
1  These four items did not have direct bearing on assessment of General Education Competencies, however, 
as an update on them, please note the following: 

It was decided that the Faculty Activity System would not suffice for tracking assessment of General 
Education Competencies.  The College is currently implementing Banner as well as a new Learning Management 
System.  Should these offer adequate tracking, they will be used.  If not, the College will explore purchasing a 
commercial product such as WeaveOnline.   

In January 2009, the College hired a new Director of Institutional Assessment, Ms. Myra Whittemore, a 
Ph.D. candidate in Higher Education Administration with a concentration in assessment. 

The online evaluation of classes system was piloted in fall, 2007, fall 2008, and spring 2009.  The College 
used a bifurcated pilot that allowed professors to select either the paper or online method of delivery.  The College is 
currently conducting a thorough review of the student evaluation of classes system, including a review of the 
instrument itself.  Pending those decisions, the attempt to use this system for assessment was suspended.  In light of 
other efforts with regard to Comprehensive Standard 3.5.1 outlined herein, this assessment will likely not be used in 
the future. 
 AAPA and IR have now established a close working relationship that includes regular meetings, joint 
projects, and data sharing in order to create a positive institutional effectiveness environment for the College of 
Charleston.  AAPA and IR partnered in the completion of the Second Monitoring Report. 
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 Determine the impact of Student Affairs on the achievement of the 
General Education Competencies, especially pertaining to Honor Code 
Violations. 

 Provide data on the College’s Study Abroad programs as they meet 
General Education Competencies. 

 
Additionally, the College provided in the First Monitoring Report an Assessment 
Protocol Matrix that mapped these nine actions to the General Education 
Competencies and sub-Competiencies of the College of Charleston.   
Other documentation outlined the Course-Sequencing Model as well as providing the 
Burgess Report that reviewed different approaches to freshman composition in order 
to form the foundation for recommendations for curricular revision by the 
Department of English.  Additionally, information on the Alumni Survey Instruments 
and the 2006-2007 Survey Results were detailed. 
 
Subsequent to the submission of the First Monitoring Report, a committee was 
formed to ensure that the College of Charleston reviewed and implemented those 
assessments that would clearly demonstrate that our graduates do, in fact, acquire the 
General Education Competencies during their stay at the College.   
 
Listed below are those offices that ensure and confirm that these competencies are 
acquired and the roster of the 2008-2009 General Education Committee: 
 
Accountability, Accreditation, Planning, & Assessment (AAPA) 
Dr. Pamela Isacco Niesslein  Associate Vice President/SACS Liaison/Committee Chair 
Ms. Ashleigh Freer-Parr  Compliance and Student Enrollment Eligibility Officer 
Dr. Karin Roof   Director of Survey Research 
Dr. Sue Sommer-Kresse  Senior Vice President for Strategic Planning  
Ms. Myra A. Whittemore  Director of Institutional Assessment    
 
Academic Affairs 
Dr. Beverly Diamond   Interim Provost and Executive Vice President  
Dr. Deanna Caveny      Interim Associate Provost for Faculty Affairs 
Dr. Elise Jorgens            Provost (2004 – 2009) 
Dr. Susan Morrison   Associate Provost for Operations and Administration 
 
Academic Experience/FYE 
Dr. Kay H. Smith   Associate Vice President Academic Experience 
Dr. Susan Kattwinkel   Director, First-Year Experience 
Ms. Melinda Miley   Assistant Vice-President, New Student Programs 
 
Institutional Research 
Dr. Raymond Barclay   Associate Vice President, Director of Institutional Research 
Ms. Michelle Smith   Associate Director 
Ms. Jose Reichart   Assistant Director  
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General Education Committee 
Dr. Chris Starr , Chair  Associate Professor   Computer Science 
Dr. Alison Hopkins  Director    Academic Advising 
Dr. Claire P. Curtis  Associate Professor   Political Science 
Dr. Felix S. Vasquez  Associate Professor       Hispanic Studies 
Dr. James Williams III Head, Circulation Services   Library 
Dr. Jeffrey A. Yost  Associate Professor        Accounting & Legal Studies 
Dr. Kay H. Smith  Associate Vice President    Academic Experience 
Ms. Myra A. Whittemore Director    AAPA 
Dr. Pamela I. Niesslein Associate Vice President     AAPA 
Dr. Thomas Langley  Associate Professor       Health/Human Performance 
Dr. Tricia L. Thelen*  Associate Professor   Theatre 
 
Committee of Report Writers 
Dr. Raymond Barclay  Associate Vice President  Institutional Research 
Ms. Jennifer Burgess  Graduate Student   Department of English 
Dr. Pamela I. Niesslein Associate Vice President  AAPA 
Chair of Committee  and SACS Liaison  
Ms. Ashleigh Parr  Compliance Eligibility Officer AAPA   
Dr. Karin Roof  Director of Survey Research  AAPA 
Ms. Myra Whittemore  Director of Institutional Assessment AAPA 
 
 
In January 2009, the College of Charleston received a letter from Dr. Belle Wheelan, 
President of the Commission on Colleges, in which the following action was 
required: 
 

The Commissions on Colleges reviewed the institution’s First Monitoring 
Report following reaffirmation of accreditation.  The institution is 
requested to submit a Second Monitoring Report due September 8, 2009, 
addressing the visiting committee’s recommendation applicable to the 
following references standard of the Principles of Accreditation: 
 
CS 3.5.1 (College-Level Competencies), Recommendation 1 
Document that graduates have attained the General Education 
Competencies.  The timeline for the plan presented in the institution’s last 
report scheduled implementation of many of the assessments in 2008 and 
2009. 
 

This document, The College of Charleston Second Monitoring Report:  Ensuring the Acquisition 
of the General Education Competencies by College of Charleston Graduates is submitted to 
fulfill the actions required by the Commission on Colleges as outlined above.   
 
 
 
 
* Dr. Thelen is no longer teaching at the College of Charleston. 
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This response details the assessments that the College of Charleston has completed that, taken in 
aggregate, clearly demonstrate our compliance with CS 3.5.1 (College-Level Competencies).  
These assessments have been structured to follow College of Charleston students from their first 
year at the institution through their senior year and on to alumni status.  As the student 
progresses from one level to another, they are exposed to the General Education curriculum and 
then are expected to acquire the six General Education Competencies.  By their senior year, the 
student should demonstrate the acquisition of the competencies through direct measures (i.e., the 
MAPP instrument).  Further, the results of the alumni surveys sent to all graduates at one-year 
and five-years out report on the effect of the General Education Competencies on the College of 
Charleston experience.   
 
Please note that as the work of the Monitoring Report Committee progressed and this report has 
been developed, the College modified the action items from the First Monitoring Report, to 
respond to changes and initiatives instigated since September 2008 (i.e., the revisions to the 
English and History General Education Requirements). 
 
Significant program changes in course offerings, active identification of and engagement in 
general education learning opportunities throughout the College of Charleston experience, and 
concrete tracking of students engagement in obtaining General Education Competencies have 
provided a rich set of resources and circumstances that allow for quality assessment, reporting, 
and determination of program efficacy as well as for ensuring that our graduates have attained 
these competencies. 
 
In addition to the General Education course review and monitoring provided by the faculty-based 
General Education Committee, the College of Charleston has put into place a series of  
assessments that in aggregate demonstrate graduates’ achievement of the College’s General 
Education Competencies.  Among these measures are the Measure of Academic Progress and 
Proficiency (MAPP) instrument, the First-Year Experience (FYE) survey, a spot audit of the 
FYE courses, and other demonstrations of student engagement in learning the College’s General 
Education Competencies.  Reported herein are each of the actions and assessment measures and 
a discussion of results that support our finding of in compliance of Comprehensive Standard 
3.5.1.  One may discern from the Achievement of General Education Competencies Matrix (see 
Supporting Document A) that College of Charleston students are provided with ample 
opportunities to gain these Competencies.   
 
The following outlines the programmatic initiatives as well as the results of assessments 
undertaken in order to ensure that the College demonstrates that our graduates have acquired the 
General Education Competencies: 
 

 Creation of a standing Faculty General Education Committee to monitor and guide the 
General Education Curriculum and to effect changes to that Curriculum 

 Assessment of the sequencing of courses within the General Education Requirements 
 Revisions to the General Education Requirements in English and History made as the 

result of curricular assessment  
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 Demonstration of student engagement in the General Education Curriculum, including 
through the First-Year Experience (the subject of our QEP) as measured via the College’s 
FYE Survey and the Your First College Year (YFCY) Survey 

 The role of the Advising Curriculum, the NCAA Student Success Course, and study 
abroad in the student’s acquisition of the Competencies 

 The impact of the various Senior Experiences in the acquisition and integration of the 
Competencies by our graduates (and alumni)  

 Administration of the MAPP instrument as a direct measure of students’ acquisition of 
the General Education Competencies  

 Surveys of alumni that demonstrates the attitude of our graduates toward the General 
Education Competencies 
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EXPOSURE TO THE GENERAL EDUCATION COMPETENCIES:  THE FIRST 
TWO YEARS 

A. THE GENERAL EDUCATION CURRICULUM 
 

1. The General Education Competencies and Requirements 

General Education in liberal arts and sciences is substantially integrated into the College of 
Charleston experience with a range that immerses the student in learning. From a students’ first 
day on campus he or she is engaged with learning opportunities that are geared to contribute to a 
cognitive skills set that reflects, enhances and facilitates learning. Every College of Charleston 
graduate will have successfully engaged in a full range of studies that lead him or her to emerge 
from undergraduate education with the following six General Education Competencies, the 
breadth of which are indicated in the sub-listings: 

1. Research and Communication in Multiple Media and Languages, including proficiency in 
a. Gathering and using information  
b. Effective writing and critical reading  
c. Oral and visual communication  
d. Foreign language  

2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  
a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis  
b. Social and cultural analysis  
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving  

3. Historical, Cultural, and Intellectual Perspectives, including knowledge of  
a. Human history and the natural world  
b. Artistic, cultural, and intellectual achievements  
c. Human behavior and social interaction  
d. Perspectives and contributions of academic disciplines  

4. International and Intercultural Perspectives, gained by  
a. Knowledge of international and global contexts  
b. Experiencing, understanding, and using multiple cultural perspectives  

5. Personal and Ethical Perspectives, including experiences that promote  
a. Self-understanding, curiosity and creativity  
b. Personal, academic, and professional integrity  
c. Moral and ethical responsibility; community and global citizenship  
 

6. Advanced Knowledge and Skills in Major Area of Study, consisting of  
a. Skills and knowledge of the discipline  
b. Sequence of coursework that fosters intellectual growth  
c. Coursework that extends and builds upon knowledge and skills gained from the core 

curriculum  
d. The ability to transfer the skills and knowledge of the major into another setting  

 



   

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                             SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 8 
 

The general education component of the undergraduate curriculum is "designed to provide the 
students with a solid foundation for further study and an essential part of the undergraduate's 
education" and includes instruction in English, history, natural science, mathematics or logic, 
foreign language, social science, and humanities2.  
 
The College of Charleston’s General Education Requirements are: 

1.  English  Composition (4 semester hours): English 1103 (taken in the first semester) 
 

2. History (six semester hours):  one course in pre-modern history and one course in modern history from an 
approved list of courses which do not have to come from the same department nor do they have to be 
sequential4 
 

3. Natural Science (eight semester hours): an introductory or higher two-course sequence in astronomy, 
biology, chemistry, geology, or physics; two semester hours must be earned in the accompanying 
laboratories  
 

4. Mathematics or Logic (six semester hours): this requirement may be met by a combination of coursework 
in mathematics or logic  
 

5. Foreign Languages, Classical or Modern (zero-12 semester hours): satisfactory completion of coursework 
through the intermediate level (202 or 250), or demonstration of proficiency at the level by approved 
examination  
 

6. Social Science (six semester hours): anthropology, communication (selected courses), economics, political 
science, psychology, or sociology 
  

7. Humanities (12 semester hours): no more than six semester hours in any one of the following areas:  

• British or American Literature  
• Any foreign literature  
• Art history (not courses in studio art)  
• Music (not courses in practice or performance of music)  
• Theatre (not courses in practice or performance of theatre)  
• History (excluding the classes used to satisfy the general education history requirement)  
• Philosophy (excluding Philosophy 215 and 216)  
• Religious studies  
• Communication (selected courses)  

                                                 
2 The quote and the R Requirements listed are taken from the Undergraduate Catalog (2009-2010), page 13 and may 
also be found on the College of Charleston website http://spinner.cofc.edu/about/documents/undergrad0910.pdf . 
3 Revisions reflected here are discussed in the section on Revisions to the General Education Curriculum.  
4 The removal of a predetermined History sequence as well as the addition of Jewish Studies courses to satisfy the 
History Requirement is discussed in the section on Revisions to the General Education Curriculum. 
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2. The Faculty General Education Committee 
 

A standing faculty committee on general education is in place to ensure that the current General 
Education Competencies are adequately mapped to the general education curriculum and that the 
committee provides information to the institution and accrediting bodies that our graduates have 
achieved the General Education Competencies. The Committee’s primary charge is to monitor 
the implementation of all General Education Competencies, particularly as they pertain to those 
courses that serve as core requirements for College of Charleston graduates. Any changes to the 
General Education Competencies are vetted through this Committee prior to submission to the 
Faculty Senate for final approval and implementation. 
 
The curriculum revision proposals accepted during the 2008-2009 academic year incorporate 
new policies toward the fulfillment of English and History course requirements.  The revised 
General Education Requirements take effect fall semester 2009 and are detailed below.   

 
B. GENERAL EDUCATION CURRICULUM REVISIONS 
 

1. The English Requirement  
 
As a part of the institutional effectiveness efforts at the College of Charleston, the Department of 
English conducted several years of research to assess the efficacy of the English 101/102 
sequence of courses.  That sequence was the General Education Requirement for English within 
the College’s curriculum.    The Department employed assessment measures and protocol, and 
researched, reviewed and evaluated the writing composition component of the General Education 
requirement in English.  
 
The Department of English is particularly proactive in conducting assessment studies addressing 
the English Requirement of the General Education Curriculum.  This Department has served as 
one the institutional leaders in curricular revision.  Based upon the multi-year assessments, the 
Department of English proposed to the Faculty General Education Committee and then to the 
Faculty Senate a change to the English General Education Requirement.  The new Requirement, 
reviewed and approved by the Faculty Senate, calls for a four-credit hour course, English 110, 
which is a modification and recombination of the former English 101 and 102 course sequence. 
The College of Charleston implemented this curricular revision fall 2009.  For all 
documentation, including the Department of English proposal and the Faculty Senate minutes 
from April 7, 2009, see Supporting Document B1 and B2.  
 
The Department of English’s assessment efforts included a research study, conducted under the 
auspices of the Department of English by Ms. Jennifer Burgess, which reported on a 
comprehensive study of assessment of the First-Year writing composition curriculum. With 
analysis of critical components and projected learning outcomes as laid out by the Department 
and the Faculty General Education Committee, recommendations for assessment frameworks  
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have been made and implemented.   Within these assessments it is evident that past graduates 
were achieving the prior competencies in English, but the new competencies demanded a new 
response.   
 
The Burgess Report provided information to the Department of English, the Office of 
Institutional Research; the Office of Accountability, Accreditation, Planning, and Assessment; 
the Office of the Provost; and to the Faculty Committee on General Education (See Supporting 
Document B3).  The material contained in the Report informs institutional assessment and 
accreditation requirements as well as the programmatic/budgetary needs of the Department and 
details the status of the College of Charleston’s writing program and its efficacy and approach to 
formative and summative assessment.  The Burgess Report was used by the Department of 
English as a part of their assessment of course sequencing and provided one additional impetus 
of change to English General Education Requirement.   
 
The implementation of these revisions addresses General Education Competencies 1, 2 and 6: 

1. Research and Communication in Multiple Media and Languages, including proficiency in 
a. Gathering and using information  
b. Effective writing and critical reading  
c. Oral and visual communication  
d. Foreign language  

2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  
a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis  
b. Social and cultural analysis  
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving  

6. Advanced Knowledge and Skills in Major Area of Study, consisting of  
a. Skills and knowledge of the discipline  
b. Sequence of coursework that fosters intellectual growth  
c. Coursework that extends and builds upon knowledge and skills gained from the core curriculum  
d. The ability to transfer the skills and knowledge of the major into another setting  

 
A second course, English 215 (Interdisciplinary Composition), is designed to introduce students 
to the writing and research practices of academic disciplines in the humanities, the natural and 
social sciences, and business.  Through course reading and writing assignments, students 
investigate academic culture in general, and examine the writing and intellectual practices of a 
particular academic discipline.  The course is divided into two units:  1) students examine 
academic culture more generally, reading and responding to essays that critique American higher 
education and offer suggestions for how it may be improved; and 2) students apply what they 
learn in the first unit to an academic discipline of their choice.  This course may be paired with 
English 101 for transfer students in order to complete the writing requirement of the General 
Education Requirements. 
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The General Education Competencies that pertain to English 215 are: 

1. Research and Communication in Multiple Media and Languages, including proficiency in 
a. Gathering and using information,  
b. Effective writing and critical reading, 
c. Oral and visual communication, 
d. Foreign language;  
 

2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  
a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis,  
b. Social and cultural analysis,  
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving; and 

6. Advanced Knowledge and Skills in Major Area of Study, consisting of  
a. Skills and knowledge of the discipline,  
b. Sequence of coursework that fosters intellectual growth,  
c. Coursework that extends and builds upon knowledge and skills gained from the core curriculum,  
d. The ability to transfer the skills and knowledge of the major into another setting  

 
2. The History Requirement 

 
The History Department submitted a proposal to the Faculty General Education Committee for 
consideration regarding a change to the History General Education Requirement (see Supporting 
Document C1).  The new History Requirement removes the sequential nature of History 101/102 
and History 103/104 (the old Requirement) and requires that students take one pre-modern and 
one modern history course, not necessarily in the History Department.  A subsequent change 
from the Jewish Studies Program added two courses (JWST 210 and JWST 215 discussed 
below) that could be used to fulfill this requirement.  Others are given on the list developed for 
this purpose that may be found in Supporting Document C2.  The modifications to the core 
History requirements as approved by the Faculty Senate on April 7, 2009 (see Supporting 
Document C3) are as follows: 
 
1) Students must complete two approved History courses. 
2) Students must select two courses that, together, cover both eras of human history (pre-

modern and modern). Courses will be designated to indicate the appropriate era. 
 
The revisions are being implemented during fall 2009, and they primarily address General 
Education Competencies 2 and 3: 

2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  
a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis,  
b. Social and cultural analysis, 
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving; and 

3. Historical, Cultural, and Intellectual Perspectives, including knowledge of  
a. Human history and the natural world, 
b. Artistic, cultural, and intellectual achievements,  
c. Human behavior and social interaction,  
d. Perspectives and contributions of academic disciplines  
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Another addition to the History Requirement is that, beginning in fall 2009, Jewish Studies 210 
(Jewish History I: Ancient to Modern) and Jewish Studies 215 (Jewish History II: Modern to 
Present) will be an acceptable sequence to fulfill the History Requirement (see Supporting 
Document C4).  The courses are open to students without prerequisite.  These courses have been 
designed to help students acquire the following General Education Competencies: 
 
2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  

a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis,  
b. Social and cultural analysis,  
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving; 

3. Historical, Cultural, and Intellectual Perspectives, including knowledge of  
a. Human history and the natural world,  
b. Artistic, cultural, and intellectual achievements,  
c. Human behavior and social interaction,  
d. Perspectives and contributions of academic disciplines; and  

4. International and Intercultural Perspectives, gained by  
a. Knowledge of international and global contexts , and 
b. Experiencing, understanding, and using multiple cultural perspectives 
  

As a follow-up to these curricular changes, the Chair of the History Department and the 
Associate Vice President for Institutional Research met to discuss the implications for 
enrollments and course content.  The AVP for Institutional Research then undertook a study on 
course sequencing for History that may be found in Support Document C5).  The study, “A 
Hierarchical Approach To Understanding Interval-Level Grade Attainment For History Course 
Sequence (HIST 101/102 and HIST 103/104),” aids in the understanding of  potential impacts on 
trends for enrollments for these two courses and provides data and analysis to inform the re-
configuration of curriculum “content” and “approach.”   This retrospective analysis of the two 
course sequences will also assist the Chair of the History Department in the understanding of the 
efficacy or lack thereof of these sequences and to plan for next steps. 

 
C. STUDENT ENGAGEMENT IN THE GENERAL EDUCATION COMPETENCIES 
 
From the onset of a student’s experience with the College of Charleston, ample opportunities to 
be engaged in learning, particularly the core General Education Competencies, are provided 
and/or required to ensure that students may maximize their own intellectual and cognitive growth 
as they complete their courses of study. The measurements and documentation that affirm these 
experiences are designed to provide evidence that students are exposed to and engaged in the 
General Education Competencies during their first two years of study at the College.  Among 
these are: 
 

• The First-Year Experience program assessments including collection and analysis of 
syllabi, grading rubrics, samples of graded student writing 

• Spot-audits of FYE class materials for evidence demonstrating the delivery of General 
Education Competencies 

• The First-Year Experience Survey 
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• Your First College Year Survey  
• Documentation from the Academic Advising curriculum 
• Information from the syllabus of the NCAA Student Success course 
• Studies on participation in Study Abroad5 
• Research on the Honor Code and Judicial Proceedings6  

 
Each of these are analyzed and used to inform the policy and implementation of curriculum and 
student activities at the College of Charleston.  This section will review those that pertain 
primarily to students in the first two years.  Those pertaining to the last two years of college will 
be detailed in a subsequent section of this Report.  
 

1. The First-Year Experience (FYE) 
 
The College of Charleston’s Quality Enhancement Plan was designed to create an intentional and 
challenging First-Year Experience. Specifically, the First-Year Experience provides student 
learning opportunities in the form of an introduction to the liberal arts and science education 
offered at The College. In this context, the student learning refers primarily to the deliberate 
cultivation of effective intellectual habits of inquiry, understanding and engagement.  
This First-Year Experience Program consists of two curricular choices, First-Year Seminars and 
Learning Communities. Both of these curricular choices fulfill General Education Competencies 
and have specific learning outcomes.  
 
The First-Year Seminar is a new course model that includes curricular, residential, and co-
curricular elements. All sections of the course will be taught by roster faculty members, bringing 
students into close contact with the faculty early in the students’ careers. These faculty members 
will teach important college transition and success skills, but will do so in the context of the 
inquiry-based disciplinary or interdisciplinary learning. These courses are intended to be small 
(generally between 20 and 25 students) and focus on a narrow topic thereby introducing students 
to the research and writing skills of that discipline.  Participation in this course is intended to 
help build foundational skills in writing and research that will be applicable to their upper level 
coursework.  
 
The First-Year Seminar (FYSM) course is designed specifically to address and support the 
General Education Competencies as approved by the Faculty Senate in September 2006. In ways 
appropriate for first-year students and appropriate to the discipline offering FYSM for general 
education credit, the course contributes to student learning through the achievement of the 
General Education Competencies. In combination with their other courses, FYSM courses offer 
students an excellent introduction to the academic life of the College of Charleston.  
 

                                                 
5 Both Study Abroad and the Honor Code/Student Code of Conduct are also elements of the second two years of 
study at the College, but are discussed herein as they pertain to the first two years as that is when students are 
introduced to the codes. 
6 Revisions reflected here are discussed in the section on Revisions to the General Education Curriculum 
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A Learning Community (LC) links two or more courses, often around an interdisciplinary theme 
or problem. Faculty who teach the courses may create cross-course assignments, schedule class 
activities together, and explore meaningful connections between the community courses and 
disciplines. A synthesis seminar is a requisite component of first-year learning communities. A 
peer facilitator leads the weekly, hour-long seminars; the topics under discussion range from 
issues related to the learning community courses to college life in general. These peer facilitators 
are motivated upperclassmen, who become a mentor to first-year students, a teacher, a guidance 
counselor, a College of Charleston ambassador, a discussion leader, and a tour guide of the 
resources available academically and socially on the campus. Also, peer facilitators often serve 
as a communication bridge between faculty members and the students, teaching students’ 
methods to access faculty members and to feel comfortable in their communication with them. 
 
To assess The First-Year Experience comprehensive measures have been developed that 
evidence students’ exposure to and acquisition of General Education Competencies. These 
measures are itemized in Figure 1 which summarizes the specific learning objectives. The varied 
assessment measures which include but are not limited to the use of rubrics in analyzing student 
assignments, analysis of syllabi, and surveys highlight the use of direct and indirect measures in 
the First-Year Experience. This multi-faceted approach provides the evidence needed to ensure 
that students are indeed achieving these competencies. These learning objectives are the guiding 
components for evaluation of student work. They not only directly address program-determined 
learning outcomes, but also meet many of the components of the College’s General Education 
competencies. 
 
The following two sections of this report detail the first two completed FYE assessments: 1) the 
FYE survey and 2) the spot-audit of FYSM and Learning Community courses. 
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Figure 1: FYE Learning Objectives 

FYE Learning Objectives and Assessments                                                                                                             

Learning Objective Measure of  Objectives Assessment 
Criteria Evidence Actions Completed 

 

1.Developing effective 
reading, writing and 
speech, 
 

Complete at least one paper that 
demonstrates accepFigure and 
appropriate written 
communication skills as 
understood in the discipline and 
as measured by a rubric approved 
by the First‐Year Experience 
Committee 

 
FYE Rubric of General 
Guidelines and  
class/discipline‐specific 
rubrics  

1. FYE Guidelines 
2. Course Syllabi 
3. Sample Papers 

1. Collect FYE Guidelines 
2. Collect Course Syllabi 
3. Collect Sample Papers 
4. Evidence analysis and reporting 

2. Using of academic 
resources and student 
support services at College 
of Charleston, 

Familiarity with the College 
library, information technology 
resources, the Center for Student 
Learning, the Academic Advising 
and Planning Center, and other 
appropriate academic resources 
and student support service 

1. Specific Assignment 
2. First‐Year Experience 
(FYE) survey 
 

1. Sample of completed 
assignments  

2. FYE survey results 
3. Course/ Seminar 

Syllabi 
4. Tally of visits 
5. Web sites/ 

presentations 

1. Collect Survey 
2. Collect sample assignments 
3. Collect syllabi 
4. Collect web or other  presentation 

materials 
5. Confirm visits w/ Liaisons 
6. Evidence analysis and reporting 
 

3. Becoming familiar with 
data, information and 
knowledge‐gathering 
techniques and research 
skills in the discipline,  

 
Demonstrate knowledge of 
information gathering techniques 
and research skills as appropriate 
in the discipline or to 
interdisciplinary learning. 

1. FYE survey  
2. Class/discipline‐
specific rubrics 

1. FYE Survey Results 
2. Quizzes 

Student Papers and 
Presentations 

1. Collect Survey  
2. Collect sample quizzes 
3. Collect sample papers and presentation 

materials  
4. Evidence analysis and reporting 

 
4. Using  critical thinking 
skills and problem‐solving 
techniques in a variety of 
contexts, 

 
Complete at least one assignment 
that demonstrates problem‐
solving technique(s). 

 
1. Specific Assignments 
2. Class/discipline‐
specific rubrics 

1. Sample of completed 
assignments 

2. Course syllabi 

 
1. Collect sample assignments 
2.  Evidence analysis and reporting 

 
5. Understanding the goals 
of liberal arts and sciences 
education and the core 
values of College of 
Charleston, 

 
Demonstrate knowledge of the 
goals of liberal arts and sciences 
education and the core values of 
College of Charleston. 

 
1. Specific Assignments 
2. FYE Rubric of General 
Guidelines and  
class/discipline‐specific 
rubrics 

1. Sample of completed 
     assignments 
2.    Course syllabi 

 
1. Collect sample assignments 
2. Evidence analysis and reporting 

 
6. Understanding and 
respecting,  

 
Demonstrate knowledge of the 
values of academic integrity, 
including the College Honor Code. 
 

 
1. Specific Assignments 
2. FYE Rubric of General 
Guidelines and 
class/discipline‐specific 
rubrics 

1. Sample of completed 
      assignments 
2. Course syllabi 

 
1. Collect sample assignments 
2. Evidence analysis and reporting 
 

 
7. Using effective skills and 
strategies for working 
collaboratively, 
 

 
Complete a project or conduct an 
event that calls for interpersonal 
or intrapersonal interactions. 
 

 
1. Specific Assignments 
2. Class/discipline‐
specific rubrics 

1. Sample of completed 
      assignments 
2. Course syllabi 

 
1. Collect sample assignments 
2. Collect event programs, partnership 
contracts, letters or certificates of 
participation/ appreciation 
3. Evidence analysis and reporting 

 
8. Engaging constructively 
in the College and local 
communities. 
 

 
Actively participate and contribute 
to a program or event that serves 
the good of the College or the 
local community. 

 
1. Specific Assignments 
2. Class/discipline‐
specific rubrics 

1. Sample of completed 
      assignments 
2. Course syllabi 

 

 
1. Collect sample assignments 
2. Collect event programs, partnership 
contracts, letters or certificates of 
participation/appreciation. 
3. Evidence analysis and reporting  
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2. Spot-audits of FYE Class Materials 

 
Along with the collection of assessment evidence for FYE program-specific learning objectives, 
AAPA conducted spot-audits of First-Year Seminar (FYSM) classes for meeting General 
Education Competencies (see Supporting Document D1 for a matrix of the course assessments 
from which the spot audits were drawn). Seven of the nineteen FYSM classes offered in 
academic year 08-09 were randomly selected for review of syllabi, course teaching materials, 
grading rubrics, and samples of students’ graded assignments (students’ personal information 
was redacted). These items were collected from faculty by the Director of the First-Year program 
and provided to the Director of Institutional Assessment for confirmation and review.  
 
The classes that were audited and their respective General Education Competencies were: 
 
FYSM9 – FYSM106-001 
Love and Death in the Art of Picasso            Competencies 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
 
FYSM  113.001  
The Individual, the Family, and the State in Western Tradition  Competencies 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
    
FYSM11 – FYSM126-001 
Public Education in the 21st Century     Competencies 1, 2, 3, 5 
 
FYSM4 – FYSM152-001 
Animal Minds, Animal Rights     Competencies 1, 2, 3,  5 
 
FYSM1 – FYSM158-001 
Positive Psychology: Living Life to its Fullest       Competencies 1, 2, 3, 5 
                       
FYSM2 – FYSM166-001 
Appreciating Diversity Through non-Western Dance   Competencies 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
                      
FYSM5 – FYSM168-001 
Gender Outlaws: Our Culture War over Sexual Identity  Competencies 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
 
LC – FA8: Chemistry 111 and Biology 111  
Chemistry and Biology for Pre-Med Students   Competencies 1, 2, 5, 6 
 
LC - F06: Sociology 101 and English 101 
Sociology and the Individual      Competencies 1, 2, 3, 5 
 
All of eleven classes that were audited demonstrated student engagement in Competencies 1, 2, 
3, and 5. Three of the eleven also demonstrated student engagement in Competency 4. The eight 
classes that did not include a focus on the fourth Competency were those for which international 
or intercultural elements were not included.    
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Only one set of the audited Learning Community courses (LC – FA8: Chemistry 111 and 
Biology 111/Chemistry and Biology for Pre-Med Students) meets Competency 6.  According to 
the design of the course, LC – FA8: Chemistry 111 and Biology 111 is geared to the 
advancement of students who intend to adopt a Pre-Med major. The sixth Competency is not 
commonly met through classes in the first-year, as the sixth Competency is geared toward 
discipline-specific development within a students’ declared major. Thus, students are usually 
beyond freshman year when engaging in the sixth Competency.  
 
A sample of evidentiary documents the resulted from the spot audits may be found in Supporting 
Document D2.  Included also is an explanation of FYE writing requirements, samples of grading 
rubrics, and samples of graded student papers. 
 

3. The College of Charleston First-Year Experience Survey 
 

Administration and Response 
 
Currently, our First-Year Experience courses consist of two options: the first-year seminar 
course or participation in a learning community (typically two linked courses with an additional 
weekly one hour session conducted by peer facilitators). In the 2008-2009 academic year, the 
FYE program was optional; thus, current students have self-selected to participate. By fall 2011, 
all freshmen will be required to take an FYE experience course as part of their general education 
requirements.   
 
The First-Year Experience Survey (see Supporting Document D3 for survey instrument) was 
designed a cross-departmental committee of members from New Student Programs (NSP), IR, 
and AAPA.  The survey gathers feedback that contributes to the overall assessment of the First-
Year Experience as well as assessing programmatic effectiveness. The First-Year Experience 
survey is administered to the FYSM courses during the last week of classes.  For learning 
communities, this survey is administered by the peer facilitators during one of their sessions.  
 
This section presents summary statistics of the FYE student’s responses to the survey. The 
responses are presented by semester and then cumulatively for the academic year.  However, 
please note the differences in the quantity of courses offered from the fall to the spring semester 
(24 courses to 8 courses; 473 students as compared to 76 students). For this reason, it is 
suggested that one rely only on the proportions in comparing the results from one semester to the 
other and to keep in mind the comparatively smaller N for the spring semester.  
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Background Questions 
 
Background questions for this survey were limited to residency status and academic intent. 

 
 
Residency status 
For the 2008-2009 academic year, 53% of the students enrolled in an FYE course were SC state 
residents, while 46% were out of state students. This corresponds fairly closely to the make-up of 
the freshmen class as a whole, where 58% of students were in-state students and 42% were out-
of-state students. Among respondents from fall to spring, there is a slight increase in enrollment 
percentages of in-state students. Conversely, the percentile dropped for those enrolled from out-
of-state.  
 

Table 2. Residency Status 

 Fall 2008 Spring 2009 
Academic Year 

2008-2009 
 Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
SC State Resident 238 52.4 41 56.2 279 52.9 
Out of State Resident 214 47.1 30 41.1 244 46.3 
International Student 2 .4 2 2.7 4 0.8 
Total 454 100.0 73 100.0 527 100.0 
 
Academic intent 
The data indicates that our entering freshmen intend to remain at the College of Charleston until 
graduation. Overall, an overwhelming majority (80.5%) of our FYE students indicate that their 
current intention is to graduate from the College of Charleston.  
 

Chart 1. First Year Students: Academic Intent

80.50%

7.90%

3.20% 8.40%
Graduate from the College of
Charleston

Transfer to another higher education
institution

Explore options other than College of 
Charleston

Unsure

 
 
 

Table 1.  Respondent Background Data 

Survey Response Rate Fall 2008 Spring 2009 
Academic Year 

 2008-2009 
Survey Respondents (N)/Students Enrolled (Response Rate) 473/516 (92%) 76/94 (81%) 549/610 (90%) 
 
Courses Offered 

   

Number of FYSM courses offered 14 6 20 
Number of LC courses offered 10 2 12 
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Other notable findings regarding academic intent at the time of the survey: 
 Respondents’ declaration of intent indicates an increase in students’ desire to remain at the 
College of Charleston until graduation. This may indicate that more exposure to the 
College of Charleston only increases their investment in the institution.  

 Given that freshmen are self-selecting into FYE courses, it may indicate that the type of 
student who is drawn to this type of experience is also more invested in their decision to 
come to the College of Charleston than students who do not select into these courses. 

 The percentage of students reporting a desire to transfer to another institution is lower in 
the spring semester than it is in the fall semester. 
 

Table 3. Respondents’ Academic Intent 

 Fall 2008 Spring 2009 
Academic Year 

2008-2009 
 Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
To graduate from this institution 367 79.6 62 86.1 429 80.5 
Transfer to another higher education institution 39 8.5 3 4.2 42 7.9 
Explore options other than C of C 15 3.3 2 2.8 17 3.2 
Unsure 40 8.7 5 7.0 45 8.4 
Total 461 100.0 72 100.0 523 100.0 
 
 
FYSM or LC Course(s) Experience 
 
This section of the survey queries students about their learning experiences in their FYE 
coursework as it relates to the College’s General Education Competencies, active learning, and 
experiential learning.  
 
Contribution of FYE coursework to cognitive skills and values 
 
Students were asked their level of agreement with 15 factors related to their development of 
specific cognitive skills or values during their experience in First-Year Seminars or Learning 
Communities. Overwhelmingly, students tended to state agreement that their FYE coursework 
made a contribution to their learning in each of these areas. The range of response for those 
students’ who either strongly agree or agreed ranged from a low of 46% to a high of 80%.  On 
average, 70% of the students’ answered positively to these questions. On the opposite end of the 
spectrum, students who did not feel that their FYE coursework contributed to their development 
never exceeded more than 15%; averaging at 9.6%.  
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Table 4.  Contribution of FYSM or LC Coursework to FYE Learning Objectives 
Table 4. Contribution of FYSM or LC coursework to FYE Learning Objectives: 

 
% of Respondents 

Fall 2008 
% of Respondents 

 Spring 2009 
% of Respondents 

Academic Year 08-09 
FYE Learning Objectives: SA A NO D SD SA A NO D SD SA A NO D SD* 

12 48 31 8 2 16 49 25 8 1 12 48 30 8 2 Developing problem solving skills (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 
15 55 23 6 2 27 63 7 3 1 17 56 21 6 2 Sharpening analytical skills (N=470) (N=75) (N=545) 
15 46 29 8 3 16 40 35 7 3 15 45 30 8 3 Developing ability to work as a team 

member  (N=470) (N=75) (N=545) 
16 56 21 6 1 21 49 24 4 1 17 55 22 5 1 Feeling more confident about tackling 

unfamiliar problems (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 
18 45 28 8 2 29 60 7 4 0 19 47 25 8 2 Improving written communication skills (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 
15 44 29 11 2 21 51 17 11 0 16 45 27 11 2 Improving oral communication skills (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 
12 49 26 11 3 32 47 11 9 0 14 49 24 10 3 Developing ability to corrects errors in 

personal writing (N=468) (N=74) (N=542) 
13 42 34 8 3 24 36 32 5 1 15 41 34 8 2 Developing a personal code of values and 

ethics (N=468) (N=74) (N=542) 
16 49 25 7 3 27 37 31 4 1 18 47 26 7 3 Encouraging contact among students from 

different economic, social, and racial or 
ethnic backgrounds (N=470) (N=75) (N=545) 

9 36 39 12 4 12 40 39 7 3 10 36 39 11 4 Contributing to the welfare of your 
community (N=470) (N=75) (N=545) 

21 54 17 6 2 36 53 7 3 1 23 54 16 6 2 Becoming more intellectually curious 
about the world (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 

24 55 15 3 2 29 55 13 3 0 25 55 15 3 2 Interacting with faculty contributed to the 
value of academic experience (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 

28 50 16 5 2 27 48 24 1 0 28 49 17 4 2 Establishing friendships or study groups 
with classmates (N=470) (N=75) (N=545) 

20 54 20 5 2 25 51 23 1 0 20 54 20 4 2 Understanding the value of a liberal arts 
and sciences education (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 

20 43 22 10 5 29 39 23 7 3 22 43 22 9 4 Participating in the FYE made transition to 
college easier (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 

29 45 15 7 5 29 39 23 7 3 31 44 14 6 4 Would recommend the FYE to other first-
year students (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 

* SA = strongly agree; A = agree; NO = no opinion; D = disagree; SD = strongly disagree 

 
Notable findings (strengths): 

 80% of respondents agreed that interacting with faculty contributed to the value of their 
academic experience. 

 77% reported that their FYE coursework contributed to their becoming more intellectually 
curious about the world.  

 77% reported that they were establishing friendships or study groups with classmates. 
 74% stated they were developing an understanding of the value of a liberal arts and 
sciences education. 

 73% reported sharpening their analytical skills. 
 72% reported feeling more confident about tackling unfamiliar problems. 
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Notable findings (opportunities for growth): 
 46% of respondents agreed that their FYE coursework had an impact on contributing to 
the welfare of their community. 

 56% were in agreement that their FYE coursework contributed to developing a personal 
code of values and ethics. 

 
Notable increase in agreement from fall to spring: 

 Improving written communication skills, 63% to 89%. 
 Sharpening analytical skills, 70% to 90%. 
 Developing ability to correct errors in personal writing, 61% to 79%. 
 Becoming more intellectually curious about the world, 75% to 89%. 
 Improving oral communication skills, 59 % to 72%. 

 
Notable decrease in agreement from fall to spring: 

 Would recommend the FYE to other first-year students, 74% to 68% 
 
Parenthetically, as students progress in their college careers they develop cognitive skills and 
maturity levels, thus their comprehension of what and how they are learning should develop 
accordingly. This may be a contributing factor in explaining differences from the fall to spring 
semesters. 
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Active learning opportunities 
The next section of the survey asked students about opportunities afforded via their FYE course 
experience such as investigating a research question or participating in civic engagement.  
 

Table 5. Coursework in FYSM or LC provided opportunity to participate in the following activities: 

(Results expressed as %) Fall 2008 (%) Spring 2009 (%) 
Academic Year  
2008-2009 (%) 

 F O S N F O S N F O S N* 
Civic engagement or voting in local, 
state, or national elections 12 23 33 32 9 8 17 65 12 21 31 37 

 (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 
Discuss complex real world problems 24 33 32 11 29 29 32 9 25 33 32 11 
 (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 
Use the resources and services available 
on campus 29 45 24 2 32 39 28 1 29 44 25 2 

 (N=467) (N=75) (N=542) 
Investigate a research question 20 39 31 10 39 31 20 9 23 38 30 10 
 (N=468) (N=74) (N=542) 
Read journals or books related to 
course discussion 29 32 27 12 60 25 11 4 34 31 24 11 

 (N=467) (N=75) (N=542) 
Raise and discuss questions or topics in 
class 37 40 21 3 63 23 12 3 41 37 19 3 

 (N=466) (N=75) (N=541) 
Establish learning goals and track 
progress towards completion 21 41 28 10 33 32 27 8 23 40 28 10 

 (N=467) (N=73) (N=540) 
             
Make an oral presentation 11 24 30 35 15 22 36 27 11 24 30 34 
 (N=469) (N=73) (N=542) 
Write a short or long paper about your 
position or research findings 23 33 27 16 47 41 11 1 27 34 25 14 

 (N=466) (N=75) (N=541) 
Use information gathering techniques to 
conduct research 21 38 31 11 33 37 28 1 23 38 30 9 

 (N=468) (N=75) (N=543) 
Attend campus events and activities 
relevant to class 21 32 32 15 24 21 31 24 21 31 32 16 

 (N=469) (N=75) (N=544) 
Compare and contrast divergent 
worldviews 18 33 31 18 35 28 25 12 21 32 30 17 

 (N=468) (N=75) (N=543) 
* F = frequently; O = often; S = sometimes; N = never 
 
Notable findings: 

 78% reported raising and discussing questions or topics in class. 
 73% reported using the resources and services available on campus. 
 65% read journals or books related to course discussion. 
 61% declared that they wrote a short or long paper about their position or research 
findings. 

 37% of respondents reported civic engagement or voting in local, state, or national 
elections. The reported level of engagement is significantly less in this category in the 
spring than in the prior fall. It should be noted that fall 2008 was a national election year. 

 
Chart 2 below demonstrates the percentile of respondents who reported Frequent, Often, or Some 
engagement in the FYE active learning opportunities. The recommended baseline for student 
engagement in active learning events is 75% of enrolled participants. 
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Chart 2. FYE Student Engagement in Active Learning 
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Contact with faculty 
In the course of the academic year, 60% of responding students met with faculty 1-3 times. As 
many as 9% of respondents met with faculty 5 or more times. However, 25% of respondents 
reported having never met with a faculty member. 
 

Table 5. Number of times student met with faculty member outside of class 

 Fall 2008 Spring 2009 
Academic Year 2008-

2009 
 Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Never 123 26.2 12 16.2 135 24.8 

1 time 120 25.5 19 25.7 139 25.6 

2 times 86 18.3 20 21.0 106 19.5 

3 times 65 13.8 13 17.6 78 14.3 

4 times 31 6.6 8 10.8 39 7.2 

5 or more times 45 9.6 2 2.7 47 8.6 

Total 470 100.0 74 100.0 544 100.0 

 

AAPA recommended 
baseline of student 
engagement: 75%         
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Intellectual challenge 
The majority of students (70.2%) reported feeling intellectually challenged or very challenged by 
their FYSM and LC coursework. Conversely, 29.8% felt that there could be more academic 
rigor. The data suggests that students in the spring classes felt more challenged than those in the 
fall classes.  
 
 

                                       
 
 
 

Table 6. Level of Intellectual challenge in FYSM or LC coursework 

 Fall 2008 Spring 2009 
Academic Year 

2008-2009 
 Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Not challenged at all 37 7.9 1 1.4 38 7.0 

Not very challenged 112 23.9 12 16.22 124 22.8 

Challenged 257 54.8 54 73.0 311 57.3 

Very challenged 63 13.4 7 9.5 70 12.9 

Total 469 100.0 74 100.0 543 100.0 

 
 
Writing in FYSM or LC course(s) 
 
Volume 
 
Overall, 57.5% of respondents reported having produced 20 or more pages of written work for a 
grade. 30% reported having produced 1-10 pages of graded written work, and 13.5% reported 
having none of their written work submitted for grading. 70.2 % of respondents received 
feedback on their written work.  
 

Chart 3. Percentile of Respondents' Reported Level
 of Intellectual Challenge in FYE Program
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Chart 4. Volume of Written Assignments in FYE
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Note in Table 7 that all respondents in the spring semester reported having their writing graded. 
The variations in the writing requirement would be determined by the course topics and the 
instructors’ discretion in that which is collected for grading. 
 

Table 8. Writing in the FYE 
Number of pages of writing turned in for a grade 

 Fall 2008 Spring 2009 
Academic Year 

2008-2009 
 Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
None 73 15.6 0 0.0 73 13.5 

1-10 pages 142 30.3 15 20.8 157 29.0 

11-20 pages 118 25.2 29 40.3 147 27.2 

21-29 pages 70 14.9 20 27.8 90 16.6 

30 or more pages 66 14.1 8 11.1 74 13.7 

Total 469 100.0 72 100.0 541 100.0 

 
Received feedback on any drafts of a paper 
 Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Yes 290 67.4 59 88.1 349 70.2 

No 140 32.6 8 11.9 148 29.8 

Total 430 100.0 67 100.0 497 100.0 

 
Methods of feedback 
The majority of students reported having received some form of active feedback and clarification 
of expectations on their written work: 

 82.4% of students reported receiving comments on the assignment’s content, claim, 
organization, and/or audience. 

 72% reported receiving identification of errors in spelling, word choice, punctuation, and 
grammar. 
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Table 8. Method of instructor feedback on assignments 

 Fall 2008 Spring 2009 
Academic Year  

2008-2009 
 Yes No Yes No Yes No 
 # % # % # % # % # % # % 
A grade 391 86 64 14 70 97 2 3 461 87.5 66 12.5 
Identification of errors in spelling, 
word choice, punctuation, and 
grammar 

323 72 129 29 53 76 17 24 376 72.0 146 28.0 

Comments on the assignment’s 
content, thesis statement/claim, 
organization and/or audience 

363 81 88 20 68 94 4 6 431 82.4 92 17.6 

Rubric that explained the 
characteristics of A,B,C, and D level 
work 

294 66 150 34 42 63 25 37 336 65.8 175 34.3 

 
 
Types of writing experiences 
The most common form of writing in the FYSM and LC courses was the short research paper, 1-
10 pages. The least common was the long research paper (11-20 pages). 
 

Table 9. Kinds of writing done in FYE course 

 Fall 2008 Spring 2009 
Academic Yr 

2008-2009 
 # % # % # % 
Short research 
papers (10 pgs or 
less) 

261 55 52 68 313 57 

Short essays 263 56 27 36 290 53 
Short reaction 
papers 204 43 51 67 255 46 

Journals/reflections 164 35 29 38 193 35 
Article critiques 135 29 24 32 159 29 
Creative writing 89 19 19 25 108 20 
Online writing 60 13 7 9 67 12 
Long research 
papers (11-20 pgs) 42 9 10 13 52 10 

Total N=473 -- N=76 -- N=549 --  

Chart 5. Kinds of Writing Experienced in FYE
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V. Campus services and resources 
 
This section of the survey allows students to document their use of integral student support 
services as well as assess the benefit they feel they received from each service. Services 
included: The Center for Student Learning (CSL), The Academic Advising and Planning Center 
(AAPC), the Library website, the Library reference desk, and Career Services. 
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Notable findings: 
 CSL: 54 % of students reported 
having used the CSL; of those 
who used the CSL, 61% reported 
having benefitted from doing so. 

  AAPC: 71 % of students 
reported having used the AAPC; 
of those who attended advising 
sessions at the AAPC, 78% 
reported having benefitted from 
doing so. To note, academic 
advising is mandatory for all 
students in their first year at the 
College of Charleston. 

Chart 6. Students Use of and Benefit from 
Selected Student Support Services 

0
20
40
60
80

100

Use Benefit

Use of Services/ Benefit from Services

Pe
rc

en
t

CSL AAPC LIRB Web LIBR Ref desk Career Services
 

    However, athletes or Honors College students receive their  advising and planning services 
    from the Athletics Advisors and the Honors College Advisors, respectively. 

 Library website: 91 % of students reported having used the Library web site for research 
purposes, of those who used it, 90% reported having benefitted from doing so. 

 Library reference desk: 59 % of students reported having used the Library reference 
desk for research purposes; of those who used it, 65% reported having benefitted from 
doing so. 

 Career Services: 24 % of students reported having visited the Career Services; of those 
who did so, 32% reported having benefitted. 

 
 

Table 10. ACADEMIC YEAR 2008-2009 
(Results expressed as percentages) 

   
Use of Service (%) 

 
Service or Resource 

 
Benefit from Service (%) 

Very 
Often 

Often Sometimes Never 
 

Yes No 

7 11 36 46 61 39 
(N=543) Center for Student Learning (N=434) 

4 17 51 29 78 22 
(N=543) Academic Advising & Planning Center (N=462) 

26 40 25 9 90 10 
(N=542) 

Library Website 
(for research purposes) (N=501) 

5 14 40 41 65 35 
(N=541) 

Library Reference Desk 
(for research purposes) (N=443) 

1 5 19 76 32 68 
(N=541) Career Services (N=389) 

 
Peer Facilitator Specific Questions (for LC courses only) 
 
As mentioned previously, the learning community courses offer an additional one-hour per week 
session with a peer facilitator. This section of the survey is specific to the students in a learning 
community and queries them about the experience with the peer facilitator. 
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Notable findings: 
 77% of respondents felt that the synthesis seminar led by a peer facilitator helped make 
their transition to college easier. 

 91% reported that the peer facilitator encouraged discussion about academic and social 
issues in the synthesis seminar. 

 73% of respondents reported that the synthesis seminar was a valuable part of the 
academic experience. 

 91% of respondents felt that the peer facilitator was helpful and supportive. 
 

Table 11. Contribution of coursework in FYSM or LC course(s) to the following: 

(Results expressed as %) Fall 2008 (%) Spring 2009 (%) 
Academic Year  
2008-2009 (%) 

 SA A NO D SD SA A NO D SD SA A NO D SD* 
The synthesis seminar led by a peer 
facilitator helped make my transition to 
college easier 

35 42 18 2 3 20 53 27 0 0 34 43 19 2 3 

 (N=293) (N=15) (N=308) 
The peer facilitator encouraged discussion 
about academic and social issues in the 
synthesis seminar 

48 43 8 1 1 44 44 13 0 0 48 43 8 1 1 

 (N=293) (N=16) (N=309) 
The synthesis seminar was a valuable part of 
the academic experience 33 40 16 6 5 44 44 13 0 0 33 40 16 6 5 

 (N=293) (N=16) (N=309) 
The peer facilitator was helpful and 
supportive 49 42 7 1 1 67 20 13 0 0 50 41 8 1 1 

 (N=292) (N=15) (N=307) 
* SA = strongly agree; A = agree; NO = no opinion; D = disagree; SD = strongly disagree 
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Commendations and Recommendations 
 
 
      Commendations 
 

• 610 students participated in FYE a 
program evaluation; that reflects a 90 
% response rate of those enrolled in 
the 32 FYE courses in academic year 
2008-2009. (Table 1.) 

 
• 81% of FYE students stated that they 

intend to graduate from the College 
of Charleston. (Table 2.) 

 
• FYE programs are commended on 

the high level of faculty and peer 
related social engagement and 
intellectual development. (Table 5.) 

 
• FYE programs are commended on 

the high level of active learning 
opportunities available to students 
throughout the program curriculum.  

 
• Learning Community peer-

facilitators enjoy a high rating in 
their availability to facilitate 
discussions and provide first-year 
student support. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     Recommendations  
 

• Maintain a 90% participation rate as 
a baseline measure for survey 
responses as FYE programs become 
mandated for all freshmen. 

• Establish 81% as baseline of 
predicted FYE student retention rate. 
Further, FYE administration should 
follow-up with the Office of 
Retention to coordinate program 
tracking regarding student intent vs. 
actual retention rates. 

 
• Identify and record baseline levels of 

first-year student engagement as it 
pertains to community involvement 
and the development of personal 
values. This may require a discussion 
regarding the suitability of these 
characteristics as an FYE program 
priority. 

 
• Establish baseline level of desired 

student engagement in active 
learning opportunities. AAPA 
suggests a level of engagement at 
75% and recommends a review of 
the following two survey items: 

o Civic engagement or voting 
in local, state, or national 
elections. 

o Making an oral presentation 
 

• Set and express baseline goals for the 
volume of written assignments and 
feedback on those assignments. 

 
• AAPA recommends that FYE 

administrators set baseline 
expectations for peer facilitator 
efficacy. 
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4. Your First College Year Survey 
 
The First-Year Experience program was the catalyst for adopting the Your First College Year 
(YFCY) survey instrument which measures students’ perception of having acquired the 
College’s General Education Competencies.  The “Your First College Year” Survey is designed 
to capture a measure of students’ experiences in their first two semesters at the College of 
Charleston. The purpose is to track program efficacy in multiple areas – academics, student 
services, student affairs, and campus life.  
 
(See Supporting Document D4 for the YFCY Survey instrument.) 
 
Reported below are selected data from the Your First College Year (YFCY) Survey as it pertains 
to our student’s accomplishments in regards to the College of Charleston’s General Education 
Competencies. The results from 20 questions of the YFCY survey are presented below. 
 
The YFCY was administered for the first time in the spring 2009 and will be administered bi-
annually thereafter. The survey was administered online to all freshmen, with a final response 
rate of 15% and a corresponding 5.6% margin of error (an acceptable response rate as denoted by 
the margin of error).  
 
Survey Results as Pertinent to General Education Competencies 
 

Table 1. Assessment of Skill Change over the First Year (Data expressed as percents) 
Compared with when you entered this 
college, how would you now describe 
your: 

Gen Ed 
Competencies 

Much 
Stronger Stronger 

No 
Change Weaker 

Much 
Weaker 

Knowledge of a particular field or 
discipline 6 34.9 56.7 6.1 1.5 0.8 
Knowledge of people from different 
races/cultures 4 13.0 38.7 43.7 3.8 0.8 
Understanding of the problems facing your 
community 4,5 8.8 49.0 37.6 3.1 1.5 

Understanding of national issues 5,3 8.4 46.0 37.6 6.1 1.9 

Understanding of global issues 5,3 12.3 42.5 38.3 5.0 1.9 

Ability to conduct research 1 10.0 54.0 33.3 2.7 0.0 

Critical thinking skills 1,2 19.5 60.2 18.4 1.5 0.4 

Analytical/problem-solving skills 2 18.8 57.1 23.0 0.8 0.4 
 
Table one and the corresponding chart illustrate the students’ perception of change in their 
abilities given their engagement in their first year of college. The table outlines the specific skills 
students were queried about, the specific General Education Competency that the skill pertains 
to, and the corresponding survey results. The results show that a majority of students feel that 
they have gotten stronger in these skills since entering college.  
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Chart 1. Student Perception of Growth Since 
Entering College:YFCY 2009 Survey Results
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Chart one presents the data graphically and collapses the categories of ‘stronger’ and ‘much 
stronger’ to better highlight the students’ accomplishments in these areas.  
 
Notable findings: 

• 91.6% of freshmen judged themselves to be stronger or much stronger in their knowledge 
of a particular field or discipline since entering college.  

• 79.7% of freshmen rated themselves as stronger or much stronger in their critical thinking 
skills. 

• 75.9% of freshmen rated themselves as stronger or much stronger in their 
analytical/problem-solving skills. 

 
Table 2. Diversity and Open-mindedness (Data expressed as percents) 
Rate yourself on each of the following traits as 
compared with the average person your age. We 
want the most accurate estimate of how you see 
yourself. 

Gen Ed 
Competencies 

Highest 
10% 

Above 
Average Average 

Below 
Average 

Lowest 
10% 

Ability to see the world from someone else’s 
perspective 4,5 

23.8 52.9 22.2 1.1 0.0 

Tolerance of others with different beliefs 4,5 29.9 47.9 21.1 1.1 0.0 

Openness to having my own views challenged 4,5 21.8 40.2 34.9 3.1 0.0 

Ability to discuss and negotiate controversial issues 4,5 21.8 41.8 31.4 4.6 0.4 

Ability to work cooperatively with diverse people 4,5 24.9 52.9 21.5 0.4 0.4 

 
Table two and the corresponding chart illustrate students’ viewpoints, specific to the General 
Education Competencies, regarding several dimensions that measure one’s acceptance of ideas 
and beliefs different than one’s own. The results reveal that a majority of the first-year students 
view themselves as being above average or in the highest 10% as compared to other students 
their age. 
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Chart 2 presents the data graphically, collapsing the categories of ‘highest 10%’ and ‘above 
average’.  
 
Notable findings: 

• 78% of students view themselves as being above average in comparison to their peers in 
their abilities to show tolerance of others with different beliefs. 

• 78% of students reported that they were above average in their ability to work 
cooperatively with diverse people. 

 
Table 3. Exposure to Various Intellectual Skills (Data expressed as percents) 

How often in the past year, did you: 
Gen Ed 

Competencies Frequently Occasionally Not at all 
Support your opinions with a logical 
argument 1 53.3 42.9 3.8

Seek solutions to problems and explain 
them to others 1 48.1 50.0 1.9

Revise your papers to improve your 
writing 1 61.2 34.6 4.2

Evaluate the quality or reliability of 
information you received 1 49.4 46.4 4.2

Look up scientific research articles and 
resources 2 37.3 52.7 10.0

 

Chart 2. Above Average or Higher Self Rating:
YFCY 2009 Survey Results
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Table 3 highlights students’ exposure to various intellectual skills that have a direct bearing on 
achieving the college’s determined General Education Competencies. These are skills that have a 
direct bearing the competencies researching and communicating in multiple media and languages 
(Competency 1) and analytical and critical reasoning (Competency 2). The results demonstrate 
that an overwhelming majority of the freshman felt that they had at least some opportunities in 
their first year to practice these skills. 
 

Chart 3. Frequency of Activity in the Past Year:
YFCY 2009 Survey Results
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These trends stand out even more when examining chart 3 which further highlights that by the 
end of the first year, an overwhelming majority of students had at least some exposure to these 
intellectual skills. 
 
 
Other notable survey findings: 

• 93.1% of students reported that their college coursework inspired them to think in new 
ways. 

• 12% of freshmen had reported having an opportunity to work on a professor’s research 
project. 

• 99.6% of the freshmen reported that they understand respect the values of academic 
integrity. 

• 83% of freshmen reported that they had been introduced to the honor code through their 
coursework. 
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Conclusion 
 
The data drawn from this survey add to the body of evidence that suggests that College of 
Charleston students are both exposed to and attaining the General Education Competencies as 
determined by the College. 
 
D. The Advising Curriculum 
 
The Academic Advising and Planning Center (AAPC) is fully engaged in students’ personal and 
academic development. Through what is considered both intrusive and developmental advising, 
students are empowered to make informed decisions, take an active role in their own educational 
development, and are led to establish planning habits that inform the ways they will manage their 
time and workloads. Advising is intrusive in that it is mandated that all students in their first year 
at the College be assigned to an advisor. Holds are placed on student registration and are not 
lifted until the student has met with his or her advisor and has established a plan for at least the 
subsequent semester. 
 
The Academic Advising and Planning Center has established an Advising Assessment 
Committee that includes advising administrators, practitioners, and ad hoc members from the 
Office of Accountability, Accreditation, Planning, and Assessment. This committee works with 
advising liaisons in each academic department, the Director of Institutional Assessment, and 
related student service departments to ensure that education competencies are developed and 
reinforced through students’ experiences with the office and their own individual advisors.  
 
Further, all general advising personnel are members of the National Association of Academic 
Advising (NACADA) and are routinely engaged in professional development that presents 
student advisement as a form of teaching the student.  
 
The General Education Competencies that pertain to the undergraduate Academic Advising 
curriculum are: 

1. Research and Communication in Multiple Media and Languages, including proficiency in 
a. Gathering and using information  
b. Effective writing and critical reading  
c. Oral and visual communication  
d. Foreign language  

2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  
a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis  
b. Social and cultural analysis  
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving  

5. Personal and Ethical Perspectives, including experiences that promote  
a. Self-understanding, curiosity and creativity  
b. Personal, academic, and professional integrity  
c. Moral and ethical responsibility; community and global citizenship  
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The Office of Academic Advising and Planning communicates with students from the earliest 
stages of their involvement with the College of Charleston. Advisors collect students’ data and 
opinions from pre-Orientation questionnaires and routinely incorporate active learning elements 
that engage students in gathering necessary information, analyzing their own strengths, 
weaknesses, values, and skills, along with a variety of inquiry methods. Through engaged 
learning, students are prompted to develop their own cognitive skills sets to plan their academic 
futures.   
 
In-person interviews and sample documents from the College of Charleston Academic Advising 
and Planning Center have been collected and reviewed to verify the policies and practice of 
academic advising for undeclared students at the College of Charleston. Sample documents (see 
Supporting Document E) include: 
 

• The Academic Advising and Planning Syllabus 
• A General Education Worksheet 
• A Degree Worksheet for Chemistry, B.S.  
• A Degree Worksheet for English, B.A. 

 
E. The NCAA Student Success Course 

 
The NCAA Student Success Course was created and implemented for fall 2008.  The course is a 
ten-week mandatory set of sessions designed for first-year student-athletes (see Supporting 
Document F for a course syllabus).  The content is designed to help student-athletes transition 
more smoothly into the college environment.  The topics covered address the following General 
Education Competencies: 

1. Research and Communication in Multiple Media and Languages, including proficiency in 
a. Gathering and using information  
b. Effective writing and critical reading  
c. Oral and visual communication  

5. Personal and Ethical Perspectives, including experiences that promote  
a. Self-understanding, curiosity and creativity  
b. Personal, academic, and professional integrity  
c. Moral and ethical responsibility; community and global citizenship 

 
Relevant course topics include: 
 

• The roles and responsibilities of the student-athlete 
• Success in the classroom:  effectively gathering and using information 
• Student-athlete behavior and expectations of student-athletes 
• Advising and the Liberal Arts Curriculum 
• Choosing majors and careers 
• Leadership, sportsmanship, and values 
• Diversity 
• Drug and alcohol abuse 
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F. Study Abroad  
 
The College of Charleston’s Study Abroad Program7 primarily focuses on the following two 
General Education Competencies: 
 
4. International and Intercultural Perspectives, gained by  

a. Knowledge of international and global contexts, 
b. Experiencing, understanding, and using multiple cultural perspectives; and  

5. Personal and Ethical Perspectives, including experiences that promote  
a. Self-understanding, curiosity and creativity, 
b. Personal, academic, and professional integrity, and 
c. Moral and ethical responsibility; community and global citizenship  
 

A College of Charleston student may study abroad for a full year, a semester, or a summer 
through College of Charleston exchange, summer, bi-lateral exchange or independent programs. 
Related programs include, but are not limited to African Studies, Asian Studies, British Studies, 
Computer Science, European Studies, German Studies, Japanese Studies, Jewish Studies, 
Language and International Business, Latin American and Caribbean Studies, and Russian 
Studies. 
 
If the student is enrolled in a College of Charleston faculty-led program, the student receives full 
College of Charleston course credit and grades. If the student chooses to study abroad on a bi-
lateral exchange or with an independent program, only the credits will transfer back, not the 
grades. Before a student leaves to study abroad, he or she must complete a “Coursework 
Elsewhere Form” (see Supporting Document G) to be submitted to the related academic 
department for approval. This form must be signed by the department chairs for each course 
taken while abroad. A completed and signed form will serve as a contract ensuring that as long 
as the student earns a “C” or better in the approved course(s), the credits will transfer back to the 
College of Charleston as indicated. 
 
The Center for International Education reported data that reflects a growing trend in interest and 
participation in College of Charleston’s Study Abroad opportunities. Figure 3 depicts the 
numbers of College of Charleston graduates who have studied abroad.  
 

                                                 
7 The breadth of curricula available to student participants during a study abroad experience often allows students to 
engage in elements of each of the six General Education Competencies. 
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Figure 3. Student Engagement in Study Abroad Programs 
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The percentage of graduates who engage in Study Abroad programs has grown from 9.4% of 
graduating students in 1996-97 to 23.4% of graduating students in 2008-09. See Supporting 
Document G for the statistical report of graduates who were Study Abroad participants compared 
to the total number of graduating students in a given academic year. 
 
Study abroad provides students a rich and memorable opportunity to reinforce their knowledge 
of international and global contexts by experiencing, understanding, and using multiple cultural 
perspectives.  
 
G. Judiciary Proceedings  
 
Students’ experience with the College of Charleston Honor Code and Judiciary proceedings 
significantly contribute to their acquisition of General Education Competency 5: 

5. Personal and Ethical Perspectives, including experiences that promote  
a. Self-understanding, curiosity and creativity,  
b. Personal, academic, and professional integrity, and 
c. Moral and ethical responsibility; community and global citizenship  

As presented by the Student Affairs Division, “the Honor System of the College of Charleston is 
intended to promote and protect an atmosphere of trust and fairness in the classroom and in the 
conduct of daily life.8” The Honor System is composed of two major components: The Honor 
Code and the Code of Conduct. Specific policies fall under each major component. Students at 
the College of Charleston are bound by honor and by their enrollment at the College to abide by 

                                                 
8 From the Preamble to the Honor Code, College of Charleston Student Handbook, page 6. 
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the Honor and Conduct codes and to report violations. Faculty and staff members are equally 
required to report violations of the Honor Code or Code of Conduct. 

As members of the College community, students are expected to evidence a high standard of 
personal conduct and to respect the rights of other students, faculty, staff members, community 
neighbors, and visitors on campus. Students are also expected to adhere to all federal, state, and 
local laws. 

Alleged violations of the Honor Code or Code of Conduct which are not admitted by the student 
will be heard by an honor board, a body composed of students, faculty, and staff members. 

A student who admits to a violation of the Honor Code or Code of Conduct may elect to have the 
violation adjudicated by the reporting faculty member(s), a disciplinary panel, a smaller body 
composed of students and a faculty member, or by an honor board.”  (See Supporting Document 
H). 

Once a freshman has been accepted and admitted to the College of Charleston, he or she is 
required to schedule an Orientation session through the Office of New Student Programs9. 
Among the orientation proceedings, students meet with Student Affairs personnel and are 
instructed about the Honor Code and Student Code of Conduct, and read and sign a summary 
statement of both codes. 
 
The Undergraduate Catalog and First Book, a guide to the College of Charleston provided at 
New Student Orientation, discuss the honor code, the philosophy of academic integrity and the 
ethics of scholarship. Faculty are encouraged to reference the Honor Code in their course syllabi 
and discuss the link between the honor code and the professional ethics expected within their 
discipline(s). Certain majors disseminate documents (the Major Handbooks) that cover the 
relationship between personal goals in the discipline, doing research, engaging in 
scholarship, and ethics. 
 
All students have the following opportunities to encounter, discuss and understand the Honor 
Code and Code of Conduct: 
 

• Admissions application 
• Orientation—students read and sign a summary statement of both codes - Honor and 

Conduct  
• First Book 
• Residence Hall meetings 

                                                 
9 The percentage of participating first-year students is 95.1%. 
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• Faculty discussions in class 
• Course Syllabi 
• Class presentations by students 

Annual reports of Honor Code and Code of Conduct violations are compiled and retained by the 
office of the Dean of Students. These incidences are reported to and reviewed by the Student 
Affairs Leadership Team (S.A.L.T.) to confirm that related policies and procedures have been 
followed and to identify ways that possible future incidences may be prevented. A copy of both 
the Honor Code and the Code of Conduct are included in the Supporting Document H.
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ACQUISITION OF GENERAL EDUCATION COMPETENCIES:  THE FINAL 
TWO YEARS 

A. SENIOR-YEAR COURSEWORK  
 
The General Education Competencies that pertain to Senior Experiences at the College of 
Charleston are10: 

1. Research and Communication in Multiple Media and Languages, including proficiency in 
a. Gathering and using information  
b. Effective writing and critical reading  
c. Oral and visual communication  
d. Foreign language  

2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  
a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis  
b. Social and cultural analysis  
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving  

3. Historical, Cultural, and Intellectual Perspectives, including knowledge of  
a. Human history and the natural world  
b. Artistic, cultural, and intellectual achievements  
c. Human behavior and social interaction  
d. Perspectives and contributions of academic disciplines  

5. Personal and Ethical Perspectives, including experiences that promote  
a. Self-understanding, curiosity and creativity  
b. Personal, academic, and professional integrity  
c. Moral and ethical responsibility; community and global citizenship  

6. Advanced Knowledge and Skills in Major Area of Study, consisting of  
a. Skills and knowledge of the discipline  
b. Sequence of coursework that fosters intellectual growth  
c. Coursework that extends and builds upon knowledge and skills gained from the core curriculum  
d. The ability to transfer the skills and knowledge of the major into another setting  

  
Many major programs at the College incorporate a Senior-Year Experience such as an internship, 
senior seminar, ETS Exam, etc., through which the Department ensures that seniors may 
demonstrate acquisition of the Competencies of the College’s General Education components. 
Although Competency 6 is the only one that directly ties to coursework in the major, other 
Competencies inform upper-level courses.  Many of these courses provide ample opportunity for 
the student to demonstrate achievement of the General Education Competencies.  For instance, a 
senior thesis seminar requires the student to engage in research as covered in Competency 1, as 
well as often including elements of Competencies 2-5 as well.  The senior courses and exams 

                                                 
10 Specific majors also include Competency 4. 
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have be outlined in Supporting Document I, which provides a matrix of the senior experiences, 
course descriptions for many of the required seminars and essay courses as well as listing the 
General Education Competencies to which they map.  Thus, there is a consistent message to the 
students that acquisition of these Competencies is required and expected prior to matriculation in 
a senior experience.   
 
B. THE COLLEGE SENIOR SURVEY (CSS) 
  
The information below details selected data from the College Senior Survey (CSS) in an effort to 
help provide supporting documentation regarding College of Charleston students’ attainment of 
the General Education Competencies.  
 
The CSS was administered for the first time in spring 2009 via an online survey offered to all 
graduating seniors. The resulting response rate was 20% return with a corresponding 5.4% 
margin of error (an acceptable response rate as denoted by the margin of error). 
 
Survey Results as Pertinent to General Education Competencies 
 

Table 1. Exposure to Selected Engagement Activities Since Entering College 

Frequency of the following since entering college: 
Gen Ed 

Competencies 
Not at 

all Occasionally Frequently 
Performed community service as part of a class 5 45.9 42.9 11.2 
Voted in a student election 5 30.5 45.2 24.3 
Used the library for research or homework 1 0.8 30.1 69.1 

 
Table one and the corresponding chart illustrate the seniors’ exposure to various engagement 
opportunities from research to community service. The table outlines the specific opportunities 
which the students were queried about, the specific General Education Competency to which the 
question pertains, and the resulting data. The results show that students are getting exposure to 
these opportunities as a part of their academic experience at the College of Charleston. 
 
Chart one below presents the data graphically and collapses the categories of ‘frequently’ and 
‘occasionally’ to more precisely demonstrate the students’ exposure to these opportunities.  
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Chart 1. Exposure to Selected Engagment 
Activities: CSS 2009 Survey Data
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Notable findings: 

• Over half of the seniors surveyed stated that they had an opportunity to perform 
community service as part of a course. 

• 70% of seniors reporting voting in a student election. 
• 99% of the seniors surveyed reported using the library for research of homework. 

 
Table 2. Participation in Activities that Contribute to International and Intercultural 
Perspectives and Personal Growth (Data expressed as percents) 

Participation in the following since entering college: 
Gen Ed 

Competencies No Yes 
Participated in student government 5 92.7 7.3
Taken an ethnic studies course 4 68.0 32.0
Taken a women's studies course 4 74.9 25.1
Participated in an ethnic/racial student organization 4 86.5 13.5
Participated in a study abroad program 4 67.2 32.8

 
Table two and its corresponding chart illustrate that seniors are getting some exposure to 
activities that contribute General Education Competency 4, International and Intercultural 
Perspectives.  For example, a quarter of the student’s surveyed had taken a women’s studies 
course, 32% had taken an ethnic studies course, 14% had participated in an ethnic/ racial student 
organization, and 33% have studied abroad.  Community and global citizenship is illustrated 
through a reported 7% of students participating in student government.   
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Chart 2. Participation in Activities that Contribute to 
International and Intercultural Perspective, and Personal 

Growth
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Chart two illustrates these results graphically. It should be noted that for certain types of 
activities we would expect lower level of engagement given the nature of the experience itself. 
For example, student government in a select, elected body of students, thus, these relatively low 
results would be appropriate to the nature of the activity. 
 

Table 3. Growth in Academic Abilities as Related to General Education Competencies  
(Data expressed in percents) 
Description of abilities in comparison to first 
entering college: 

Gen Ed 
Competencies Weaker*

No 
change Stronger*

General knowledge (all) 1.2 1.9 96.9
Analytical and problem-solving skills 2 1.2 3.9 95.0
Knowledge of a particular field or discipline 6 0.4 0.8 98.8
Ability to think critically 1,2 1.5 3.5 95.0
Knowledge of people from different races or 
cultures 4 1.2 19.3 79.5
Ability to get along with people of different races 
or cultures 4 3.1 29.7 67.2
Understanding of the problems facing your 
community 5 0.4 13.5 86.1
Understanding of social problems facing our 
nation 3 0.8 9.3 89.9
Preparedness for graduate or advanced 
education 6 0.4 12.0 87.7
Understanding of global issues 3,4 1.5 11.2 87.2
Foreign language ability 1 6.1 24.7 69.1
* Weaker is combination of 'much weaker' and 'weaker'    
* Stronger is combination of 'much stronger' and 'stronger'    
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Table 3 and the corresponding chart examine seniors’ growth in academic abilities. Students 
were asked to rate themselves in comparison to when they first entered college. These questions 
represent each of the six General Education Competencies.  Note that overwhelmingly, the 
students reported that they had grown stronger in each of these areas. 
 

Chart 3. Growth in Academic Abilities: CSS Survey Results
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Notable findings: 

• 99% percent of seniors reported stronger knowledge of a particular field or discipline. 
• 97% reported a stronger general knowledge. 
• 95% of seniors reported stronger skills in the area of analytical and problem solving 

skills.  
• 95% reported developing stronger critical thinking skills as a result of their coursework. 
 

 
Table 4. Questions that Contribute to Personal and Ethical Perspectives  
(Data expressed as percents) 

Agreement or disagreement with the following 
statements: 

Gen Ed 
Competencies Disagree* Agree*

I see myself as part of the campus community 5 12.7 87.2
I feel I am a member of this college 5 6.2 93.8
I feel I have a sense of belonging to this campus 5 12.3 87.6
* Disagree is combination of 'strongly disagree' and 
'disagree'    
* Agree is combination of 'strongly agree' and 'agree'    
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Chart 4. Sense of Community at College of Charleston: 
CSS Survey Results
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Illustrating students’ sense of community (Competency 5), the above questions demonstrate that 
students had developed a feeling of attachment and sense of place with the College during their 
tenure. Chart 4 presents the sense of community questions graphically.  
 
Table 5. Faculty Engagement Opportunities (Data expressed as percents)  
Frequency with which professors 
provided the following opportunities: 

Gen Ed 
Competencies Not at all Occasionally Frequently

An opportunity to work on a research 
project 1 33.3 43.0 23.6
An opportunity to apply classroom 
learning to real life issues 6 8.1 50.6 41.3

 
Table 5 illustrates students’ opportunities to engage with faculty through research and to apply 
their learning to real life issues. 
 
Notable findings: 

• 67% of students reported an opportunity to work on a research project. (This compares to 
a similarly cited statistic in the YFCY that reported 12% of freshmen working on a 
research project). 

• 92% were given the opportunity to apply their classroom learning to real life issues. 
 

Table 6. Qualification for Further Education     

Plans regarding graduate school: 
Gen Ed 

Competencies Percent 
Accepted and will be attending this fall 6 18.2 
Accepted and deferred admission until a later date 6 1.6 
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Table 6 highlights those students who have received validation of their abilities based on their 
acceptance to graduate school.  20% of seniors surveyed reported being accepted to graduate as 
of their final semester at the College of Charleston. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The data drawn from this survey add to the body of evidence that suggests College of Charleston 
students are both exposed to and attaining the General Education Competencies as determined by 
the College. 
 
 
C. THE MEASURE OF ACADEMIC PROGRESS AND PROFICIENCY (MAPP) 
 
In 2001 the College of Charleston undertook a pilot of the ETS Academic Profile based upon a 
two-year study by the Faculty Committee on Institutional Effectiveness that recommended the 
ETSAP instrument.  The faculty committee conducted thorough research on the instruments 
available at that time.  Of the two finalists, the committee selected the ETSAP for three main 
reasons:   
 
1. The ability of the College to use national norms to rate current students against as well as 

using them on the retake of the ETSAP that was scheduled for 2003.  The retake was 
designed to capture the same students at the end of their sophomore year when, for most 
students, a majority of the general education courses would have been completed.  This 
retake would then be a measure of the “value added” from their two years of study at the 
College of Charleston. 

 
2. The faculty committee felt that, given the instruments available, the ETSAP provided the 

most comprehensive cross-section of the competencies the College needed to measure, 
including mathematics. 

 
3. The profile allowed for administration within a fifty-minute class time, the shortest class time 

at the College. 
 

The instrument was administered fall 2001 to approximately 700 first-year students.  During 
spring 2003, the College of Charleston contacted ETS in order to schedule the two-year re-
administration of the instrument and was informed that the ETSAP had changed and the former 
form was no longer available.  The new form had changed significantly and could not be used for 
the purposes the College intended.  The pilot was then suspended and was reinstituted for the 
spring 2009 administration as a part of the assessment of achievement of the General Education 
Competencies by our graduates, using the MAPP instrument.11  This instrument was selected in 
2009 for the following reasons:

                                                 
11 Information on the MAPP instrument may be found in Supporting Document K 
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1. It is one of the allowed instruments in the Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA);  
2. It provides the College with benchmarking data for over 380 institutions;  
3. Institutions may add an optional essay for additional insight into students' general 

knowledge and critical thinking skills; and  
4. The College has a history with the instrument based upon a comprehensive faculty 

review. 
 

Given the assessment needs of the institution, the College planned to undertake a stratified 
sampling approach with freshman and seniors to ascertain value added and General Education 
Competency attainment of students prior to graduation (planned for in the First Monitoring 
Report, submitted to SACS September 2008). The proposal called for the administration of the 
instrument to approximately 400 freshmen and to 400 seniors spring 2009.   
 
As discussions for the assessment of this component of the College of Charleston’s Second 
Monitoring Report progressed, it was determined that the primary need for the College of 
Charleston at this time is a direct measure of achievement of these General Education 
Competencies by our graduates.  It was, therefore, a unanimous decision to use the MAPP as a 
culminating experience for seniors and to administer it to a cohort of seniors immediately prior 
to graduation (as opposed to also administering it to a cohort of freshmen). 
This seniors-only cohort was selected due to time and budget constraints. As a state institution, 
the College has been faced with significant budget cuts that have impacted the implementation of 
ancillary services, the focus of the College being to preserve the high quality of students’ 
academic experiences. Furthermore, the College did not hire a Director of Institutional 
Assessment, who would oversee the implementation of the testing instrument, until the 
beginning of spring 2009. The capture of final-semester seniors’ Competencies was the apparent 
top priority in direct assessment of General Education Competencies, hence the decision to limit 
the testing cohort to seniors only. 
 
ETS advised the College that based on the size of the institution’s undergraduate population, a 
minimum sample of 50 responding students would suffice for accurate reporting and projections.  
To ensure adequate results, the College administered the MAPP test to 200 students in their final 
semester prior to graduation in spring 2009. The results for this instrument will form the baseline 
for data collection for the MAPP at the College of Charleston.  The MAPP instrument 
administration will be repeated spring 2011 to a subset of students comparable to those sampled 
in spring of 2009 (a random sample of students in their final semester prior to graduation).  The 
decision may also be made to return to the original research proposal and administer the 
instrument to a cohort of first-year students and to repeat this administration after the second 
year at the College and then again at the end of the student’s career (their senior year).   
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The General Education Competencies primarily measured by the MAPP test are: 

1. Research and Communication in Multiple Media and Languages, including proficiency in 
a. Gathering and using information  
b. Effective writing and critical reading  
c. Oral and visual communication  
d. Foreign language  

2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  
a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis  
b. Social and cultural analysis  
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving  

3. Historical, Cultural, and Intellectual Perspectives, including knowledge of  
a. Human history and the natural world  
b. Artistic, cultural, and intellectual achievements  
c. Human behavior and social interaction  
d. Perspectives and contributions of academic disciplines And, 

6. Advanced Knowledge and Skills in Major Area of Study, consisting of  
a. Skills and knowledge of the discipline  
b. Sequence of coursework that fosters intellectual growth  
c. Coursework that extends and builds upon knowledge and skills gained from the core curriculum  
d. The ability to transfer the skills and knowledge of the major into another setting  

 
In April 2009, the MAPP standardized test was administered to a cohort of 199 final semester 
seniors. Of these instruments, 195 were valid for scoring and analysis.  The students who 
participated in the MAPP broadly represent the College of Charleston population of 
undergraduate seniors. They come from a variety of majors and demographic backgrounds. Their 
majors include Accounting and Legal Studies, Art History, English, Health and Human 
Performance, Music, Biology, Communication, and Hospitality and Tourism Management. 
 
Specific learning outcomes demonstrated by the MAPP include: 
 

1. Proficiency in gathering and using information. 
2. Proficiency in effective writing and critical reading. 
3. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis. 
4. Social and cultural analysis. 
5. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving. 
6. Knowledge of artistic, cultural, and intellectual achievements. 

 
ETS provides statistics for all students who participated in the MAPP test and are enrolled in 
comparable learning institutions. The College of Charleston is a Master’s Colleges and 
Universities I and II (Carnegie Classification). Figure 5 provides the mean scores for primary 
and context-based competencies.  
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Figure 5:  Summary of Scaled Scores 

  Possible  
 Range 

College of 
Charleston  

Mean Score 

National 
Mean 95% Confidence 

Limits* for Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

25th 
Percentile 

50th 
Percentile 

75th 
Percentile 

Total Score 400 to 500 453.93 444.31 452 to 456 18.64 440 452 471 

Skills SubScores: 

Critical 
Thinking 100 to 130 114.61 111.1 114 to 116 6.14 110 115 120 

Reading 100 to 130 120.86 118.2 120 to 122 5.66 116 121 124 

Writing 100 to 130 115.96 114.4 115 to 117 4.51 113 117 120 

Mathematics 100 to 130 115.21 113.3 114 to 116 5.72 111 115 120 

Context-Based SubScores: 

Humanities 100 to 130 117.36 114.7 116 to 119 6.42 112 117 124 

Social 
Sciences 100 to 130 116.33 113.4 115 to 117 5.57 113 116 120 

Natural 
Sciences 100 to 130 117.36 115 116 to 118 4.92 114 118 121 

 

*The confidence limits are based on the assumption that the questions contributing to each scaled score are a sample from a much larger 
set of possible questions that could have been used to measure those same skills. If the group of students taking the test is a sample from 
some larger population of students eligible to be tested, the confidence limits include both sampling of students and sampling of questions as 
factors that could cause the mean score to vary. The confidence limits indicate the precision of the mean score of the students actually 
tested, as an estimate of the "true population mean" - the mean score that would result if all the students in the population could somehow 
be tested with all possible questions. These confidence limits were computed by a procedure that has a 95 percent probability of producing 
upper and lower limits that will surround the true population mean. The population size used in the calculation of the confidence limits for 
the mean scores in this report is 195. 

 
 
Figure 6. Comparative MAPP Form A Scoring: 
College of Charleston and National Mean of Comparable Institutions 
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As reflected in Figure 5 and Figure 6, the College of Charleston slightly exceeds General 
Education Competency scores  as reported by comparable institutions (N=118) who have 
conducted assessment measures via the MAPP test. 
 
The Measures of Academic Proficiency and Progress: (MAPP) provided a summary of scores 
that serves as our baseline measure for General Education Competency of our students in their 
final semester prior to graduation. Broad cognitive skill categories in the MAPP test include 
Critical Thinking, Reading, Writing, and Mathematics. The SubScores for each skill set ranges 
from 100 – 130. The total of possible scores for Skills SubScores is 500. 
 
The national mean is 444.31, based on a total of 118 participating institutions.  The College of 
Charleston’s Skills Subscore total is 453.93. The aggregate scoring demonstrates that the 
College’s graduates are acquiring General Education Competencies at a rate that slightly exceeds 
the national averages as reported by ETS.  
 
A comparison of data reported in Figure 5 indicates the College of Charleston students’ level of 
competency in General Education as compared to the national score averages of comparable 
schools (e.g., Master’s Level 4-year Institutions). Figure 6 demonstrates the comparative data. 
 
The Summary of Scaled Scores (Figure 5) shows the ability of the group taking the test. The 
Comparative Scores Figure (Figure 6) demonstrates the difference between the College of 
Charleston’s baseline scoring and the national averages for this measure of general education 
competency. 
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INTEGRATING THE GENERAL EDUCATION COMPETENCIES:  
THE ALUMNI YEARS  
 
A. GENERAL EDUCATION INQUIRY IN ALUMNI SURVEYS  
 
The College of Charleston monitors the long-term efficacy of students’ acquisition of General 
Education Competencies. This data is captured in surveys of our alumni. The alumni survey 
captures a broad range of data that speaks to institutional efficacy, the incidence of inquiries that 
pertain directly to alumni’s implementation of the general educational skills set are detailed 
below in Figure 5. The 1-Year Alumni Survey asks at least one question for each of the 6 core 
General Education Competencies. The 5-Year Alumni Survey has multiple questions that 
capture information about the General Education Competencies. 
 
Alumni surveys are administered annually via a web-based survey offered to all alumni for 
whom the college has valid email addresses. Three separate and unique surveys are offered to 
those who are 1-year, 3-years, and 5-years post graduation. The 1-year and 5-year surveys 
specifically address the impact of the General Education Experience. This year’s administration 
was conducted during the summer months; with the initial invitation being sent on July 22 and a 
closing date of August 30. Multiple reminders were sent during the six and a half week 
administration cycle. The 1-year out survey had a final response set of 388 alumni out of 2,014 
valid email addresses, which translates to a 19% response rate and a corresponding 4.5% margin 
of error. The 5-year out survey had a final response set of 337 alumni out of 1,492 valid email 
addresses. This yields a 23% response rate with a corresponding 4.7% margin of error. 
 
Figure 7 details the pertinent results which address the College’s six General Education 
Competencies, reflecting in each item the General Education Competency to which it pertains 
and the percent of respondents’ affirmative responses.  
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Figure7. Assessment of General Education from the College of Charleston Alumni Surveys 
Class of 2007-2008 & Class of 2003-2004** 

  1yr Alumni 5yr Alumni Percent 

  
Gen Ed 

Competency  
Positive spectrum 

reported* 
Positive spectrum 

reported^ 

The ability to get along with and appreciate 
people of different races, cultures, countries, 
and religions. 

4 92.0 74.4 

Acquire new skills and knowledge on my 
own. 

1 not asked 85.1 

Develop self esteem/self confidence 5 not asked 75.4 
Quantitative abilities (e.g., Statistics, 
mathematical reasoning).  

2 not asked 55.9 

Read or speak a foreign language 1 56.4 54.7 

Place current problems in historical/cultural 
philosophical perspective. 

1,3 84.8 68.9 

Communicate well orally 1 not asked 79.8 
In depth knowledge of a particular academic 
field. 

6 94.9 84.4 

The ability to solve complex problems. 2 92.0 75.2 
Understand scientific concepts  2 not asked 52.9 
Write effectively 1 not asked 76.5 
Synthesize and integrate ideas and 
information 

1 95.2 81.7 

Identify moral/ethical issues 5 not asked 68.5 
Function effectively as a member of a team 5 not asked 76.8 
Appreciate art, literature, music, drama 3 not asked 78.5 
Develop awareness of social problems 3 not asked 72.3 
Understand myself: abilities, interests, 
limitations, personality 

5 89.5 82.5 

Lead and supervise tasks and groups of 
people 

5 not asked 60.8 

Acquire broad knowledge in the arts and 
sciences 

2,3 89.3 82.5 

Development of historical perspective and 
knowledge 

3 not asked 73.5 

* Question wording: 'How effective has CofC education been in helping you with the following'; Scale: Very Ineffective, 
Ineffective, Effective, Very Effective (Effective and Very Effective reported above) 
^Question wording: 'Indicate how much CofC contributed to your development in each area'; Scale: 1 to 4 scale with 1 
representing a low value of 'Very little/none' and 4 representing a high value of 'A great deal' (scores of 3 and 4 reported 
above) 
** Data presented are preliminary; final data are reported via the AAPA website 6-8 weeks after the conclusion of the data 
collection phase. The most current data collection phase concluded on August 30, 2009. 
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The data demonstrate that the majority of alumni have effectively acquired the General 
Education Competencies determined by the College of Charleston. In the 1-year Alumni Survey, 
alumni were asked to rate how effective their College of Charleston education was in helping 
them in the practical application of all of the six General Education Competencies. 
 
Notable findings for those one-year post-graduation: 

• 95% of alumni felt the College of Charleston was effective in helping them develop in 
depth knowledge of a particular academic field.  

• 95% of alumni expressed that the College of Charleston helped them to synthesize and 
integrate ideas and information. 

• 92% of alumni felt that the College of Charleston helped them with the ability to solve 
complex problems. 

• 92% of alumni reported that the College of Charleston improved their ability to get along 
with and appreciate people of different races, cultures, countries, and religions. 

 
The 5-year Alumni Survey is intended to assess the lasting impact alumni felt that the College of 
Charleston had on their development in relation to the General Education Competencies. Alumni 
were asked to indicate how much the College of Charleston contributed to their development in 
various aspects of the General Education Competencies.  
 
Notable findings for those five years post-graduation: 

• 85% of alumni indicated that the College of Charleston contributed to their ability to 
acquire new skills and knowledge on their own. 

• 84% of alumni indicated the College of Charleston contributed to their development of an 
in depth knowledge of a particular academic field.  

• 83% of alumni indicated that the College of Charleston contributed to their acquiring 
broad knowledge in the arts and sciences.  

• 83% of alumni reported an increased understanding of themselves in terms of their 
abilities, interests, limitations, and their personality. 

 
It should be noted that the lowest scores reported tend to apply to concepts that many graduates 
are less likely to utilize in their day to day lives (such as foreign language skills, quantitative 
skills, and scientific concepts). Alumni may be more likely to minimize the impact of those skills 
given the increased likelihood that they may rely on those more infrequently in their day to day 
activities.  
 
See Supporting Document L for a sample of the 1-year and 5-year survey instruments. 
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B. ANALYSIS OF GRE SCORES FOR THE COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON  
 
In spring 2009, The College of Charleston obtained discipline specific GRE score data with 
national comparisons to further assess the achievement of the General Education Competencies 
among our alumni. Given the small number of test takers per discipline and limitations of the 
data available, it was decided to focus the analysis on the percentage of students who scored a 
500 or better on the quantitative and verbal sections of the GRE. This cutoff was chosen as it is 
the standard typically used by graduate schools in the admission decision making process.  The 
programs included are American History, History, Biology, Elementary Education, English 
Language and Literature, Physical Education, Public Administration, Geology, Psychology, and 
a catch-all of “any department not listed.” 
 
In the area of quantitative skills, 7 out of the 10 programs scored above the national average. 
These programs were: any department not listed, History, Biology, English Language and 
Literature, Geology, and Psychology. The programs that scored below the national average were: 
American History, Elementary Education, and Public Administration.  
 
In the area of verbal skills, 7 out of the 10 programs scored above the national average. These 
programs were: History, any department not list, Biology, Elementary Education, English 
Language and Literature, Physical Education, and Psychology.  Figure 1 provides a summary by 
program of how College of Charleston scores compare to National Scores. 
 
Figure 1.  Summary of Percentage of Students Who Scored 500 or Greater: College of 
Charleston Position in Relation to National Comparisons 
 College of Charleston Comparison to National 

Average: % 500 > 
Program Quantitative Verbal 
Any Dept. Not Listed Above (+11.35%) Above (+11.42%) 
American History Below (-24.66%) Below (-3.27%) 
Biology Above (+17.83%) Above (+17.25%) 
Elementary Education Below (-27.15%) Above (+6.75%) 
English Language and Literature Above (+18.58%) Above (+12.55%) 
Geology Above (+12.85%) Below (-9.07%) 
History Above (+15.1%) Above (+17.20%) 
Physical Education Above (+30.11%) Above (+30.38%) 
Psychology Above (+8.03%) Above (+32.79%) 
Public Administration Below (-14.68%) Below (-14.11%) 
 
 
See supporting document M for the 2007 and 2008 data tables. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
Since the faculty of the College of Charleston passed the six new General Education 
Competencies in September 2006, the SACS Team and the Monitoring Report Committee have 
undertaken and successfully completed a series of assessments and program revisions that, in 
aggregate, demonstrate that the College is in compliance with C.S. 3.5.1.  This Report has 
outlined each of the methods through which our graduates may be exposed to, acquire, and 
integrate these Competencies.  The Report provides evidence of direct and indirect assessment 
measures used to verify that the College’s graduates have, indeed, acquired the General 
Education Competencies.   
 
In addition to the Achievement of General Education Competencies Matrix that outlines the 
many opportunities students are afforded to acquire each Competency, the following reviews 
each Competency, providing the corresponding assessments contained in this Report.   
 
 Competency One:  

1. Research and Communication in Multiple Media and Languages, including proficiency in 
a. Gathering and using information  
b. Effective writing and critical reading  
c. Oral and visual communication  
d. Foreign language 

 
Corresponding Assessment Initiatives:  English Revisions, History Revisions, Spot Audit, FYE 
Survey, Your First College Year Survey (YFCY), Advising Curriculum, NCAA Student Success 
Course, Senior-Year Coursework, College Senior Survey, MAPP, Alumni Survey 
 
Competency Two:  

2. Analytical and Critical Reasoning, including  
a. Mathematical and scientific reasoning and analysis  
b. Social and cultural analysis  
c. Interdisciplinary analysis and creative problem-solving 

 
Corresponding Assessment Initiatives:  English Revisions, History Revisions, FYE Program 
Assessments (including the Spot Audit), First-Year Experience Survey, Your First College Year 
Survey, Advising Curriculum, Senior Year Course Work, College Senior Survey, MAPP, 
Alumni Survey 
 
Competency Three:  

3. Historical, Cultural, and Intellectual Perspectives, including knowledge of  
a. Human history and the natural world  
b. Artistic, cultural, and intellectual achievements  
c. Human behavior and social interaction  
d. Perspectives and contributions of academic disciplines 
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Corresponding Assessment Initiatives:  History Revisions, FYE Program Assessments 
(including the Spot Audit), First-Year Experience Survey, Your First College Year Survey, 
Senior Year Course Work, College Senior Survey, MAPP, Alumni Survey 
 
Competency Four:  

4. International and Intercultural Perspectives, gained by  
a. Knowledge of international and global contexts  
b. Experiencing, understanding, and using multiple cultural perspectives 

 
Corresponding Assessment Initiatives:  History Revisions, FYE Program Assessments 
(including the Spot Audit), First-Year Experience Survey, Your First College Year Survey, 
Study Abroad, Senior Year Course Work, College Senior Survey, MAPP, Alumni Survey 
 
Competency Five:  

5. Personal and Ethical Perspectives, including experiences that promote  
a. Self-understanding, curiosity and creativity  
b. Personal,  academic, and professional integrity 
c. Moral and ethical responsibility; community and global citizenship 

 
Corresponding Assessment Initiatives:  FYE Program Assessments (including the Spot Audit), 
First-Year Experience Survey, Your First College Year Survey, Advising Curriculum, NCAA 
Student Success Courses, Study Abroad, Student Honor Code, Senior Year Course Work,  
College Senior Survey, Alumni Survey 
 
Competency Six:  
 
6. Advanced Knowledge and Skills in Major Area of Study, consisting of  
 

a. Skills and knowledge of the discipline  
b. Sequence of coursework that fosters intellectual growth  
c. Coursework that extends and builds upon knowledge and skills gained from the core curriculum  
d. The ability to transfer the skills and knowledge of the major into another setting 

 
Corresponding Assessment Initiatives:  English Revisions, FYE Program Assessments 
(including the Spot Audit), First-Year Experience Survey, Your First College Year Survey, 
Senior Year Course Work, College Senior Survey, MAPP, Alumni Survey, GRE Score Analysis 
 
The compilation of materials for this Second Monitoring Report proved to be invaluable to the 
College of Charleston.  Recognition of the robust assessments of General Education that are in 
place and that are planned for the future has provided a coherent and sustainable institutional 
effectiveness effort that ensures not only exemplary assessment of General Education, but also a 
commitment to institutional effectiveness across the institution.  As the College enters the final 
phase of constructing a new strategic plan that produces a Vision 2020 for the future, discussions 
of our identity have required a renewed commitment to our unique historical role as a four-year 
liberal arts and sciences institution in the State of South Carolina.  As we move forward, the 
assessment of Comprehensive Standard 3.5.1 will remain integrated into the fabric of the 
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institution and will be reviewed and improved within the context of strategic planning evaluation 
and as a part of the ongoing assessment cycles of the College of Charleston. 
 
 
Please direct any questions to: 
  
Pamela Isacco Niesslein, Ph.D. 
Associate Vice President and  
SACS Liaison for the College of Charleston   
 
Respectfully submitted on behalf of the College of Charleston.
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FOR THE 
SECOND MONITORING REPORT 

 
A. ACHIEVEMENT OF GENERAL EDUCATION COMPETENCIES MATRIX 
 
B. DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH REVISIONS 

1. The Department of English Proposal To The Faculty Senate 
2. Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes For April 7, 2009 (English 

Requirement) 
3. The Burgess Report 

 
C. HISTORY DEPARTMENT REVISIONS 

1. The History Department Proposal to the Faculty Senate 
2. List of Courses to Satisfy the History Requirement 
3. Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes for April 7, 2009 (History 

Requirement) 
4. Jewish Studies Proposal to the Faculty Senate 
5. History Course Sequencing Report  

 
D. FIRST-YEAR EXPERIENCE ASSESSMENTS 

1.Spot-Audit Matrix 
2.Sample Evidentiary Documents from Spot-Audit  
3. The College of Charleston FYE Survey 
4.  Your First College Year Survey (YFCY) 

 
E. THE ADVISING CURRICULUM  
 
F. NCAA STUDENT SUCCESS SEMINAR SYLLABUS 
 
G. STUDY ABROAD PARTICIPATION RATES 
 
H. JUDICIARY DOCUMENTS 
 
I. THE SENIOR EXPERIENCE MATRIX  
 
J. COLLEGE SENIOR SURVEY (CSS)  
 
K. THE MEASURE OF ACADEMIC PROGRESS AND PROFICIENCY (MAPP) INFORMATION 
 
L. THE COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON ALUMNI SURVEYS 
 
M. DATA TABLES FOR GRE SCORES 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT A:  ACHIEVEMENT OF GENERAL EDUCATION COMPETENCIES MATRIX 
This table provides all assessment measures cross-matched with the General Education Competencies to which they map. 

G
en

er
al
 E
du

ca
tio

n 
Co

m
pe

te
nc
ie
s 

Goal 1: Research 
& communication 
in multiple media 
and languages, 
including 
proficiency in 
gathering and 
using information, 
effective writing 
and critical 
reading, oral and 
visual 
communication, 
and foreign 
language 

Goal 2: Analytical 
and critical 
reasoning, including 
mathematical and 
scientific reasoning 
and analysis, social 
and cultural analysis, 
interdisciplinary 
analysis and creative 
problem‐solving 

 

Goal 3: Historical, 
cultural, and intellectual 
perspectives, including 
knowledge of human 
history and the natural 
world; artistic, cultural, 
and intellectual 
achievements; human 
behavior and social 
interaction; 
perspectives and 
contributions of 
academic disciplines 

Goal 4. : 
International and 
intercultural 
perspectives, gained 
by knowledge of 
international and 
global contexts; 
experiencing, 
understanding, and 
using multiple 
cultural perspectives 

Goal 5: Personal and 
ethical perspectives, 
including experiences 
that promote self‐
understanding, 
curiosity and 
creativity; personal, 
academic, and 
professional integrity; 
moral and ethical 
responsibility, 
community and global 
citizenship 
 

Goal 6: Advanced knowledge 
and skills in major area of 
study consisting of skills and 
knowledge of the discipline, 
sequence of coursework that 
fosters intellectual growth, 
coursework that extends and 
builds upon knowledge and 
skills gained from the core 
curriculum, and the ability to 
transfer the skills and 
knowledge of the major into 
another setting 
 

ENGLISH 
REVISIONS  x  x        x 

HISTORY 

REVISIONS    x  x  x     

FIRST‐YEAR 
PROGRAM 

ASSESSMENTS 

(INCLUDES 
SPOT  AUDIT) 

x  x  x  x  x  x 

FIRST‐YEAR 
EXPERIENCE 
SURVEY 

x  x  x  x  x  x 

YOUR FIRST 
COLLEGE 

YEAR SURVEY 
x  x  x  x  x  x 

ADVISING 
CURRICULUM  x  x      x   

NCAA 

STUDENT 
SUCCESS 
COURSES 

x        x   

STUDY 
ABROAD        x  x   

STUDENT 
HONOR CODE          x   

SENIOR YEAR 
COURSE 
WORK 

x  x  x  x  x  x 

COLLEGE 
SENIOR 
SURVEY 

x  x  x  x  x  x 

MAPP  x  x  x      x 

ALUMNI 

SURVEY  x  x  x  x  x  x 

GRE SCORE 
ANALYSIS            X 

TOTAL  10  10  8  8  10  10 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT B1:  DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH PROPOSAL (ENGLISH 110 AND ENGLISH 
215) 
 

English 110 Approval Criteria, Course Components, and Rationale   
  

TO: General Education Committee 
FROM: Department of English 
ABOUT: General Education Writing Requirement 
January 26, 2009 
 
We seek your committee’s approval of our proposal that students meet the current 
General Education writing requirement (English 101 and 102) through a single new 
four-hour course, English 110.  Section I of this memo will detail how our proposed 
course will satisfy the criteria for Competency I.2, “Effective writing and critical 
reading,” that have been approved by the Faculty Senate during the General 
Education deliberations of 2007 and 2008. In section II we have provided a 
description of the course, followed by a rationale for the change and a sample 
syllabus, along with analysis of our department’s adjunct reliance and a 
bibliography of relevant research on first-year writing. Below are the criteria we 
have highlighted our explanations of how these criteria will be satisfied by English 
110. 
 

I. Approval Criteria 
(From Faculty Senate minutes and a 1/18/08 memo to the Faculty Senate from the 

Speaker of the Faculty) 
 

1) Courses must require students to generate a significant quantity of written 
communication or oral/visual communication appropriate to the discipline. 

Required written work in English 110 will total a minimum of 20 pages. 
2) A significant portion of the course grade must be based on the quality of the 

student’s work in either writing or speaking. 
Formal paper grades will make up at least 50% of the course grade. 

3) Some written or spoken work may be presented informally, but at least half of the 
assignments must be presented according to the conventions of an academic 
discipline, and/or in a format suitable for an academic or professional audience. 
Formal paper assignments will require students to construct persuasive arguments, 
to analyze the arguments of others, and to incorporate research material that 
includes persuasive evidence from experts. All formal assignments will identify the 
audience and purpose of the paper, and instructors will help students shape their 
work accordingly. 

4) Writing and/or speaking assignments require students to demonstrate understanding 
of course content and/or academic research. 
The course is intended to help students become more proficient and understanding 
and analyzing texts suitable for college coursework. Students will read, discuss, and 
write about the numerous essays and other examples of academic writing. Short 
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writing assignments will promote reflection on the readings and require students to 
begin the analytical work they are assigned in formal papers. Students will also 
learn how to conduct library research to develop expertise on assigned topics, and 
they will incorporate such materials in their papers. In addition, they may also be 
required to write assessments of the process and product of their own writing and 
research. 

5) Course must include several opportunities for individualized feedback by the 
instructor and revision by the student. 
All students will be required to submit drafts and to revise some of their graded 
work. They will attend small-group workshops in which students assess their own 
work in progress, and will receive class lessons in planning, revising, and editing 
written work. Instructors will not only assign grades and make marginal comments 
on student writing, but will also provide each student with individualized guidance 
for future improvement, based on the strengths and weaknesses of the written work 
they submit.  

6) A writing-intensive literature course must explore a significant quantity of literary 
works (at least five full-length prose works or three volumes of verse). 

7) Course size must be no more than 20 students 
All sections of English 110 will have a cap of 20. 
 
 

II. Course Description, Goals, and Requirements 
 
English 110: Introduction to Academic Writing 4 hours   
 
Course description: An introduction to the practices necessary for successful 
college writing: reading and analyzing college-level texts; crafting effective 
arguments; writing in a process that includes invention, drafting, revising and 
editing; and researching, evaluating and documenting appropriate supporting 
materials for college-level essays. Taken during student’s first year, grade of “C” or 
better required to fulfill the General Education requirement. 
 

Goals of English 110 
Students will receive training and practice in the following areas. Successful 
English 110 students will be able to do the following: 
 
Process  

• Understand a writing assignment as a series of tasks, including invention, drafting, 
revising, and editing  

• Shape a written work according to the requirements of purpose, genre, occasion, and 
audience 

• Construct an effective argument using appropriate evidence 
• Understand conventions of academic writing 
• Document work appropriately 
• Follow the conventions of standard American English 
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Reading and Research 
• Develop skills for studying college-level essays and academic articles 
• Develop skills for summarizing and paraphrasing college-level essays and academic 

articles 
• Evaluate, analyze, and synthesize appropriate primary and secondary sources 
• Integrate their ideas with the ideas of others effectively 

 
Rhetorical Analysis 

• Understand how a text is shaped according to the requirements of purpose, genre, 
occasion, and audience 

• Understand the difference between summary and analysis 
• Evaluate the persuasiveness of a text’s argument 

 
Course Requirements 

 
• Attend and participate actively in class meetings, workshops, and conferences with 

instructor 
• Read, analyze, and compose academic essays  
• Locate and assess material appropriate for college-level papers 
• Accomplish tasks appropriate for all stages in a writing process, including invention 

and research, drafting and revising, editing and presentation 
• Submit formal papers and shorter writing assignments, totaling 20 pages 

 
III. Rationale for change from 6 hours to 4 hours 

 
I. English 110 is devoted to academic writing, without the literary study that is 
currently included in our second semester of composition. Both enterprises are 
valuable, but for first-year students, the study of literature does not, in itself, 
improve students’ writing (see Fishman and Royer).  We would welcome a General 
Education requirement for all students to study literature, but we do not believe 
first-year writing courses are an effective setting for such a requirement. 
 
II. Research shows that students do not derive a significant benefit from taking 
more than one first-year writing course.  Instead, additional writing courses benefit 
students when taken later in the student’s college career, and these courses are more 
effective if they are discipline-specific (see Carroll, Smit, Wardle).  Many 
institutions require one first-year writing course and one writing-intensive course in 
the third year (see Moghtader).  We welcome such a requirement at the College, but 
the Department of English is not equipped to deliver discipline-specific writing 
instruction to all students.  In addition, during the 06-07 and 07-08 Faculty Senate 
discussion of the proposed General Education curriculum, in which an upper-level 
writing requirement was proposed, representatives from many departments assured 
the Faculty Senate that such instruction was already taking place within their 
majors.  In recognition of these conditions, we believe that it will be in students’ 
best interest  
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for the College to reduce the first-year writing requirement to one semester, leaving 
students more room to take other General Education, major, or elective courses.   
 
III. A four-hour course will promote greater learning within a single semester.  The 
fourth hour enables students to have more conferences with the professor and more 
time for other forms of instruction in library research, proofreading skills, and 
workshops that address other writing skills such as paragraph development, 
sentence structure, and the like (see Appendix 1 for a full syllabus).  Our proposal 
also requires students to earn a C or better in English 110 in order to meet the 
General Education requirement, something that is not part of the present 101-102 
requirement.  We believe it is reasonable to expect that students meet this higher 
expectation, so long as the course has four rather than three hours of instructional 
time each week. 
 
IV. A one-semester writing requirement will greatly decrease our reliance on 
adjunct faculty to teach this very important course.  
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English 110 Sample Syllabus 

 
English 110: Introduction to Academic Writing  

Composing Charleston: Writing, Place, and Cultural Memory 
 

Fall 2009 
Instructor Name

MW 11 – 11:50 
F 11 – 12:50 

College of Charleston 
Department of English

Classroom Mailbox
Office Office Hours 
Office Phone Course website URL
Email 

 
Course Texts and Materials 
 
• Graff, Gerald, and Cathy Birkenstein.  They Say / I Say: Moves that Matter in Academic 

Writing.  New York: Norton, 2006. 
• Kincaid, Jamaica.  A Small Place.  New York: FS&G, 1998. 
• Additional required readings available on WebCT 
• Familiarity with an online writing resource such as the Purdue Online Writing Lab 

(http://owl.english.purdue.edu) 
• Admission ticket to the Charleston Museum 

Overview and Objectives 
 
Places, like texts, are imbued with meaning.  Over the course of the semester, we will work to 
understand and analyze the meaning of the spaces we inhabit—the classroom, the College of 
Charleston Campus, and the city of Charleston.  We will additionally examine that place 
commonly known as academia, and you will learn to successfully position yourself within the 
complex landscape of academic writing and culture.  In short, this course is designed to help you 
develop reading and writing practices that you may draw on to write effectively throughout the 
college curriculum: you will learn strategies for generating ideas in writing, evaluating these 
ideas in light of other ideas and texts, and developing critical arguments that demonstrate this 
complex thought process. 
 
So that we may accomplish these goals, the course is divided into three units.  We will open the 
course by closely reading two challenging but important essays about place and culture memory, 
applying the theories these texts offer us to our individual understandings of place and space.  In 
the second unit, we will move outside the classroom and onto the campus, investigating  
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competing representations of the College and campus community.  Finally, in the third unit, you 
will bring together what you’ve learned in these two prior units to compose a substantial research 
essay that critically examines a monument or other historical site, either on campus or in the 
greater Charleston area, and how this site represents the history it seeks to commemorate.     
 
It’s important to keep in mind, though, that this is first and foremost a class on writing.  You will 
be required to do a significant amount of writing, and we will devote time in and out of class to 
analyzing your writing.  In fact, your writing will be central to our work this semester.  I will 
regularly distribute examples of student work, and we will use these examples as a means to 
discuss writing issues and as a way into the texts we will be reading. 

Course Policies 

Attendance and Participation: Since the work of the course depends on collaboration as 
readers and writers over the term, and since your work is central to class discussion, attendance 
is required.  Come to class on time and ready to begin the work of the course.  Be sure to bring 
with you the appropriate texts or materials, turn off cell phones and any other electronic devices, 
and be prepared to take part in the work of the class.  If there is a time when you cannot come to 
class, it is your responsibility to communicate with me, to arrange to turn in written work, and to 
find out about subsequent assignments by consulting the class website.  If you register late for 
the course, it is your responsibility to catch up and complete the work you’ve missed.   
 
Missing class will decrease your attendance and participation grade (see Grades section below), 
and it will likely affect the quality of writing you produce throughout the semester.  I make no 
distinction between unexcused or excused (i.e., documented) absences, although I will make 
exceptions in circumstances that meet those listed on the learning contract each student signs.  
Students may not miss more than six classes; if a student misses more than six classes, he or she 
will fail the course.  It is your responsibility to keep track of absences.  I will notify a student 
only once he or she has missed six classes.  
 
Assignments and Late Work:  Throughout the term you will be expected to complete a variety 
of assignments.  You will be required to keep up with, and be prepared to discuss, assigned 
readings.  The writing assignments are divided into two categories:  
 

• Response Essays are shorter papers (up to 3 pages in length) where you begin your 
inquiry into the assigned readings.  These papers are less formal than essays; however, 
you will want to make sure you leave yourself enough time to proofread and edit your 
writing.  You will complete a total of 5 Response Essays throughout the semester. 

 
• Activity Journal entries are informal writings in which you will report on the different 

writing- and research-related activities you complete over the semester.   
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• Portfolios are more extensive formal writing assignments (up to 8 pages in length) that 
enable you to revisit, extend, and/or revise the ideas raised in the Response Essays.  You 
will write a rough draft for each Portfolio project and we will workshop these 
assignments both in class and in small-group conferences.  You will complete 3 Portfolio 
projects throughout the term.  

 
So I may efficiently distribute essays for workshopping in class, I ask that you format your 
assignments as Microsoft Word files and submit them to me electronically through WebCT, 
using file names that indicate your name and the assignment (i.e., YourLastName_Essay1.doc).  
(For more information on submission guidelines, please see the separate handout entitled 
“Guidelines for Submitting Assignments.”)  You are responsible for preparing the assignments 
for the course as fully as you can and on time.  Late assignments will not be accepted for credit 
unless the student makes arrangements with me in a reasonable amount of time prior to the 
assignment’s due date.  It is your responsibility to make sure you submitted an assignment 
correctly and on time; I will not notify you if an assignment is late.  In turn for your promptness, 
I will comment on your work and return it to you within two weeks.    
 
Plagiarism and Honor Code:  To present someone else’s work as your own is to plagiarize.  If 
you draw on or quote the work of others in your writing, as you will almost surely do in the 
course, you must acknowledge that you are doing so.  This applies whether your sources are 
published authors, fellow students, teachers, or friends.  Plagiarism is an Honor Code violation 
and will therefore be treated seriously.  Cases of suspected academic dishonesty will be reported 
directly to the Dean of Students.  A student found responsible for academic dishonesty will 
receive a XF in the course, indicating failure of the course due to academic dishonesty.  This 
grade will appear on the student’s transcript for two years after which the student may petition 
for the X to be expunged.  The student may also be placed on disciplinary probation, suspended, 
or expelled from the College by the Honor Board.  I recommend that you read the university’s 
statement on academic integrity 
(http://www.cofc.edu/studentaffairs/general_info/studenthandbook.html) and ask me if you have 
any questions about either the policy itself or how to document sources in your writing.   
 
Writing Lab: The Writing Lab, located on the first floor of Addlestone Library, is an excellent 
resource for working on editing and revision, on problems of getting started or organizing 
scattered materials, or on any other difficulty you may be experiencing as a writer.  Although 
you should not expect consultants to “correct” your paper for you, they may assist you in 
learning to edit and revise your work.  For more information, consult the Writing Lab website at 
http://www.cofc.edu/%7Ecsl/writing/writing_lab.html. 
 
Writer’s Group: Writer’s Group is a non-credit, free-of-charge course designed for any student 
who wants extra opportunities to plan, revise, edit, and review the writing he or she does in 
English 101.  Students meet weekly for 50 minutes in groups of four, along with a facilitator, to 
discuss an essay that they are drafting or one that has been graded by their instructor.  At various 
points in the semester, facilitators also deliver writing workshops designed for larger groups of 
students.  For more information about Writer’s Group and the services it offers, visit 
www.cofc.edu/~english/writers_group.html. 
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WebCT:  All course materials—including handouts, assignments, the syllabus, policies, and 
schedule—will be available online through WebCT, a program that manages course materials 
and resources for students and instructors.  You will want to check the course web site regularly 
because I will post important materials to the site.  If you need an extra copy of any class 
handout, you may download it from WebCT.    
 
Students with Disabilities and Special Needs:  The College will make reasonable 
accommodations for persons with documented disabilities.  If you have a disability for which 
you are or may be requesting an accommodation, you are encouraged to contact the Center for 
Disability Services located in the Lightsey Center, Suite 104.  Students approved for 
accommodations should notify me as quickly as possible. 
 
Office Hours and Email: I keep regular office hours each week, and this time is reserved for 
you to discuss with me any issues, concerns, or suggestions you have about your work or about 
the course.  I have an open door policy, so please don’t hesitate to visit me during office hours.  
If you can’t make the hours posted, email me to arrange another time when we can meet or to ask 
any questions you may have.  Send all email inquires to WarnickC@cofc.edu; please do not send 
them through the Mail function on WebCT.  I will respond to emails within twenty-four hours. 
 
Grades:  I will read and comment on all your work.  You will receive a letter grade for the final 
draft of each Portfolio Project.  Your Response Essays will not receive letter grades; instead, you 
will receive full credit if you satisfactorily complete each Response Essay.  You may expect to 
earn a C participation grade if you attend all classes, come to class prepared, and participate in 
class discussion one or two times per class.  Consistent and meaningful participation will raise 
that grade; non-participation, disruptiveness, absences or lateness will lower it.   
 
I will use the following formula to determine your final grade: 

• Response Essays (10%) 
• Portfolio 1 (25%) 
• Portfolio 2 (25%) 
• Portfolio 3 (25%) 
• Participation, attendance, Activity Journal (15%) 

 
If, at any time, you have questions about your grade, please do not hesitate to schedule an 
appointment with me to discuss your progress in the course.  
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DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH PROPOSAL (ENGL 215) 
 
 

English 215: Interdisciplinary Composition  
 

Fall 2008 
Instructor Name

MWF X – X:50 College of Charleston
Classroom Department
Office Location Mailbox 
Office Phone Office Hours
Email Course Website
 

A. Course Texts 
 
Graff, Gerald.  Clueless in Academe: How Schooling Obscures the Life of the Mind.  New 
 Haven: Yale UP, 2003. 
 
Other required readings available on WebCT 

B. Overview and Objectives 
 
This course is designed to introduce you to the writing and research practices of academic 
disciplines in the humanities, the natural and social sciences, and business.  Through our reading 
and writing this semester, we will investigate academic culture in general, but you will also be 
asked to examine the writing and intellectual practices of an academic discipline you’re 
interested in entering (or one to which you already belong).  Toward this end, the course will 
roughly be divided into two units.  In the first unit, we will examine academic culture more 
generally, and you will read and respond to essays, written by students and teachers, that critique 
American higher education and offer suggestions for how it may be improved.  Our focus will 
narrow in the second unit, as we will apply what we learn in the first unit to our own respective 
academic disciplines.  Ultimately, you should expect to leave this class with a critical and 
practical understanding of the general conventions behind academic writing.  In addition, 
through your own research and writing you will learn and reflect on the writing, reading, and 
thinking practices valued in your chosen discipline—whether it be Biology, Chemistry, 
Psychology, Sociology, Law, English, foreign languages, Political Science, Marketing, or 
another area of specialization.    
 
Finally, your writing will be central to the work of the course.  This is a writing-intensive course, 
which means that you should expect to hand in writing each week.  I will regularly reproduce 
student writing for our review, and we will workshop this writing in class, discussing our 
reactions to a given text as well as examining the critical ideas it raises and where those ideas 
lead us.  
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Course Policies 

Attendance and Participation: Since the work of the course depends on collaboration as 
readers and writers over the term, and since your work is central to class discussion, attendance 
is required.  Come to class on time and ready to begin the work of the course.  Be sure to bring 
with you the appropriate texts or materials, turn off cell phones and any other electronic devices, 
and be prepared to take part in the work of the class.  If there is a time when you cannot come to 
class, it is your responsibility to communicate with me, to arrange to turn in written work, and to 
find out about subsequent assignments by consulting the class website.  If you register late for 
the course, it is your responsibility to catch up and complete the work you’ve missed.   
 
Missing class will decrease your attendance and participation grade (see Grades section below), 
and it will likely affect the quality of writing you produce throughout the semester.  I make no 
distinction between unexcused or excused (i.e., documented) absences, although I will make 
exceptions in circumstances that meet those listed on the learning contract each student signs.  
Students may not miss more than six classes; if a student misses more than six classes, he or she 
will fail the course.  It is your responsibility to keep track of absences.  I will notify a student 
only once he or she has missed six classes.  
 
Assignments and Late Work:  Throughout the term you will be expected to complete a variety 
of in- and out-of-class assignments.  You will be required to keep up with, and be prepared to 
discuss, assigned readings.  You will complete three types of writing assignments:  
 

• Exercises are shorter, more informal writings (up to 2 pages in length) in which you will 
engage with a question or issue raised in the class readings—including essays written by 
your classmates.  I will thoroughly read these essays, and we will discuss them in class, 
but I will not assign them letter grades.  You will receive full credit if you satisfactorily 
complete each assignment on time.  Even though you won’t receive letter grades on these 
activities, I don’t want you to view them simply as busywork.  These activities are 
designed so that you may begin thinking about or testing an idea that you may develop 
more fully in one the three major projects you’ll complete.  In some cases, these exercises 
will ask you to compose materials that you may include as part of a more fully developed 
project.     

 
• Projects are more substantial writing assignments (up to 15 pages in length) that allow 

you to extend the ideas you raise in your Exercises.  For each of the 3 Projects you will 
complete this semester you will compose a rough draft that you will have the opportunity 
to revise based on feedback you receive from me and your peers.  In Project 1 you will 
write a formal academic essay that puts into conversation several published critiques of 
the Academy, including texts we’ll read in class.  For Project 2 you will write an essay 
that rhetorically examines a journal article published in a prominent research publication 
relevant to your discipline.  Finally, for Project 3 you will compose a research essay, 
addressed to members of your discipline, on a current topic in the field.  In addition, you 
will give a brief oral presentation on this project, geared to an audience of non-specialists.  
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• Peer Response Letters are short informal writing assignments that ask you to offer a 
classmate constructive criticism on the rough drafts of their Project assignments.  These 
assignments will not receive letter grades; they will instead be factored into your 
Attendance and Participation grade (see Grades section below). 

 
So I may efficiently distribute essays for workshopping in class, I ask that you format your 
assignments as Microsoft Word files and submit them to me electronically through WebCT, 
using file names that indicate your name and the assignment (i.e., YourLastName_Essay1.doc).  
(For more information on submission guidelines, please see the separate handout entitled 
“Guidelines for Submitting Assignments.”)  You are responsible for preparing the assignments 
for the course as fully as you can and on time.  Late assignments will not be accepted for credit 
unless the student makes arrangements with me in a reasonable amount of time prior to the 
assignment’s due date.  It is your responsibility to make sure you submitted an assignment 
correctly and on time; I will not notify you if an assignment is late.  In turn for your promptness, 
I will comment on your work and return it to you within two weeks. 
 
Plagiarism and Honor Code:  To present someone else’s work as your own is to plagiarize.  If 
you draw on or quote the work of others in your writing, as you will almost surely do in the 
course, you must acknowledge that you are doing so.  This applies whether your sources are 
published authors, fellow students, teachers, or friends.  
 
Plagiarism is an Honor Code violation and will therefore be treated seriously.  In cases where I 
believe a student has plagiarized out of misunderstanding, I will determine an appropriate 
resolution in consultation with the student.  In some instances, this resolution may be filed with 
the Dean of Students.  Cases of suspected academic dishonesty will be reported directly to the 
Dean of Students.  A student found responsible for academic dishonesty will receive an XF in 
the course, indicating failure of the course due to academic dishonesty.  This grade will appear 
on the student’s transcript for two years after which the student may petition for the X to be 
expunged.  The student may also be placed on disciplinary probation, suspended, or expelled 
from the College by the Honor Board.  I recommend that you read the university’s statement on 
academic integrity (http://www.cofc.edu/studentaffairs/general_info/studenthandbook.html) and 
ask me if you have any questions about either the policy itself or how to document sources in 
your writing.   
 
WebCT:  Course materials—including handouts, assignments, the syllabus, policies, and 
schedule—will be available online through WebCT, a program that manages course materials 
and resources for students and instructors.  You will want to check the course web site daily 
because I will post important announcements to the site. If you need an extra copy of any class 
handout, you may download it from WebCT. 
 
Writing Lab: The Writing Lab, located on the first floor of Addlestone Library, is an excellent 
resource for working on editing and revision, on problems of getting started or organizing 
scattered materials, or on any other difficulty you may be experiencing as a writer.  Although  
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you should not expect consultants to “correct” your paper for you, they may assist you in 
learning to edit and revise your work.  For more information, consult the Writing Lab website at 
http://www.cofc.edu/%7Ecsl/writing/writing_lab.html. 
 
Students with Disabilities and Special Needs:  The College will make reasonable 
accommodations for persons with documented disabilities.  If you have a disability for which 
you are or may be requesting an accommodation, you are encouraged to contact the Center for 
Disability Services located in the Lightsey Center, Suite 104.  Students approved for 
accommodations should notify me as quickly as possible.   
 
Grades:  I will read and comment on all your work, and you will earn letter grades on the final 
drafts of your three main Project assignments.  Your Exercises and Peer Response Letters will 
not receive letter grades; instead, you will receive full credit if you satisfactorily complete each 
activity.  At the midpoint of the term, we will meet one-on-one to discuss your writing.  During 
this conference we will discuss the midterm grade you’re earning for your work in the course to 
this point, and we will talk about specific strategies you may draw on to improve your grade.  
 
Your final grade will be based on the quality of work you produce throughout the semester and 
on class participation.  You may expect to earn a C participation grade if you attend all classes, 
come to class prepared, and participate in class discussion one or two times per class.  Consistent 
and meaningful participation will raise that grade; non-participation, disruptiveness, excessive 
absence or lateness will lower it.   
 
I will use the following formula to determine your final grade: 
 

• Project 1: Conversation Essay (25%) 
• Project 2: Article Analysis (25%) 
• Project 3: Final Research Project and Presentation (30%) 
• Exercises (10%) 
• Attendance, Participation, and Peer Response Letters (10%) 

 
If, at any time, you have questions about your grade, please do not hesitate to schedule an 
appointment with me to discuss your progress in the course.  
 
Office Hours: I keep regular office hours each week, and this time is reserved for you to discuss 
with me any issues, concerns, or suggestions you have about your work or about the course.  I 
have an open door policy, so please don’t hesitate to visit me during office hours.  If you can’t 
make the hours posted, email me to arrange another time when we can meet or to ask any 
questions you may have. Send all email inquires to WarnickC@cofc.edu; please do not send 
them through the mail function offered through WebCT.  I will respond to all email inquiries 
within twenty-four hours. 
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Working Schedule 
 
Below is a schedule detailing our work this semester. Readings and writing assignments are to be 
completed by the date under which they’re listed.  This schedule is subject to changes according 
to the needs of the class.   
 
Week 1  
 
W Course introduction 
 
F In-class essay 
 
 
 
Week 2  
 
M Discuss responses to in-class essays 
 
W Douthat, “Approaches to Knowledge” (available on WebCT) 
 Exercise 1 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
F Discuss Douthat and responses to Exercise 1 
 
 
 
Week 3  
 
M Graff, Clueless in Academe, pp. 1-80  
 
W Exercise 2 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
F Discuss Graff and responses to Exercise 2 
 
 
 
Week 4  
 
M Graff, Clueless in Academe, pp. 83-112 
 
W Rough draft of Project 1 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
F Discuss Graff and workshop rough drafts of Project 1 
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Week 5  
 
M Graff, Clueless in Academe, pp. 115-207 
  
W Peer Response Letter 1 due in class 
 
F Peer review workshop 
 
 
 
Week 6  
 
M Graff, Clueless in Academe, pp. 211-277 
 
W Discuss Graff and workshop Project 1 rough drafts 
 
F Peer Review Workshop 

Final draft of Project 1 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
  
 
Week 7  
 
M Introduce Project 2 
 
W Library Presentation 
 
F Exercise 3 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
 
 
Week 8  
 
M Discuss interviewing techniques 
 
W Midterm conferences 
 
F Midterm conferences 
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Week 9  
 
M No classes, Fall Break 
 
 
W Introduce Project 2 
 
F Bazerman, “What Written Knowledge Does” (available on WebCT) 
 Exercise 4 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
 
 
Week 10  
 
M Workshop responses to Exercises 3 and 4 
 
W Continue discussion of Bazerman 
 
F Rough draft of Project 2 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 

No class, travel to conference 
 
 
 
Week 11  
 
M Workshop Project 2 rough drafts 
 
W Peer Response Letter 2 due in class 

Peer review workshop 
 
F Final draft of Project 2 by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
 
 
Week 12  
 
M Kuhn, selections from The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (available on WebCT) 
 
W Exercise 5 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
F No class, travel to conference 
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Week 13  
 
M Research day, meet in Addlestone Library 
  
W Workshop responses to Exercise 5 

Rough draft of Project 3 due by 11:59 pm (via WebCT) 
 
F Workshop rough drafts of Project 3 
 
 
 
Week 14  
 
M Research day, meet in Addlestone Library 
 
W No class, Thanksgiving holiday 
 
F No class, Thanksgiving holiday 
 
 
 
Week 15  
 
M Peer Response Letter 3 due in class 

Peer review workshops 
 
W Presentations 
 
F Presentations 
 
 
 
Week 16  
 
M Presentations, course wrap-up 
 Project 3 due 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT B2:  FACULTY SENATE MINUTES FROM APRIL 7, 2009 (RELEVANT 
SECTIONS ONLY) 
 

Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting, 7 April 2009 
 
The Faculty Senate met on Tuesday, 7 April 2009, at 5:00 P.M. in Wachovia Auditorium.  After 
Speaker Joe Kelly called the meeting to order, the minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting on 10 
March 2009 were approved. 
 

English 
 

New Course—ENGL 110 Introduction to Academic Writing 
 

Ms. Curtis made a motion to remove the C or better requirement for ENGL 110.  The motion 
received a second.  Susan Katwinkel (guest and director of the First-Year Experience) said that 
she liked the motives behind the C grade requirement, but was concerned about its impact on the 
First-Year Experience program (FYE), especially in terms of logistics.  
 
The Faculty Senate voted and passed Ms. Curtis’ amendment. 
 
Mr. Phillips asked why ENGL 110 was presented as four-credit course and what the logistical 
impact would be.  He added that his department had wanted to propose a four-credit-hour course, 
but found that it wouldn’t work in terms of scheduling and logistics.  Ms. Caveny said that there 
were also classroom-availability issues with four-credit-hour courses, particularly in light of the 
fact that the College operates at such high capacity in terms of classroom use.  She added that the 
Math Department has also experienced difficulties in trying to schedule four-credit courses, and 
that in general there is a loss of efficiency in scheduling four-credit courses. 
 
Brian McGee (guest) responded to these arguments by pointing out that the proposed ENGL 110 
course entails the elimination of ENGL 101 and 102, which means that overall there is a 
reduction from six to four credit hours.  By going from two required classes (ENGL 101 and 
102) to one required class (ENGL 110), a lot of class space will be freed up.  He said, too, that if 
we use the time after 2 P.M. for classes outside the typical three credit-hour range, then we 
wouldn’t have classroom time and use problems.  Mr. Hakkila said that he was relieved to hear 
that classroom time will be freed up, but was still concerned about scheduling problems that 
four-hour-credit courses might create.   
 
Norris Preyer (Physics and Astronomy) said that the ENGL 110 course proposal has tremendous 
budgetary implications and asked for more information on this aspect of the proposal.  Trish 
Ward (at-large and English Dept. chair) said that this year there were 68 sections of ENGL 101 
and 21 sections of ENGL 102 in the fall, and five sections of ENGL 101 and 64 sections of 
ENGL 102 in the spring, and that next year there would be close to 40 sections of ENGL 110 in 
the fall and about 40 in the spring.  Further, the Department of English’s use of adjuncts and 
expenses will be drastically reduced.  
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Mr. Phillips remarked that the sample syllabus indicates that the extra-hour is a conference hour.  
If that is what happens in the fourth hour, then he would have to take issue with the proposal.  
The course would give students an extra-credit hour just for meeting with faculty.  That is 
problematic because many faculty in other courses have conferences with students, but their 
courses aren’t listed as four-credit-hour courses  (For example, in some of his courses, students 
meet with him twice for one-hour conferences.)  He thought that adding an extra-credit-hour that 
was not tied to classroom contact time with students set a dangerous precedent. 
 
Chris Warnick (guest) said the extra-hour would not always be used in conferences with 
professors.  Those students who were not meeting with the professor might be required to go to 
the Writing Lab, or go to a lecture and write about it, or do some other assignment.  The fourth 
credit hour, he said, was earned. 
 
Todd McNerney (at-large) asked how the ENGL 110 proposal would affect the Writers’ Group.  
Mr. Warnick answered that it would not affect the Writers’ Group, which is a voluntary program 
to help weak students with significant writing problems. 
 
Next, Mr. Phillips moved to amend the ENGL 110 proposal by reducing the credit hours from 
four to three.  The motion received a second.  He said that he hears the explanations for what 
students will do in the extra-hour to earn the fourth credit hour, but all of that is already done in 
many other classes that are worth three credit hours.  Traditionally, credit hours have been 
determined by hours students are in the classroom; so if we approve the ENGL 110 proposal 
change as a four-credit course, then we will be changing the principle by which credit hours are 
determined, and we need to go into this with our “eyes wide open.”  
 
Seaton Brown (guest and SGA President) said that he liked the idea of the four-credit course and 
the idea of learning not only inside the classroom, but also outside the classroom in a different 
context with the professor.  He thought, too, that the College should reconsider how it determines 
credit hours.  Ms. Curtis argued that the issue was not just a matter of using the fourth hour for 
an extra assignment; rather, it’s about different kinds of instruction that may happen in the fourth 
hour. 
 
Laquita Blockson (Management and Entrepreneurship) wanted to verify that approving the 
ENGL 110 proposal meant that the Gen-Ed literature requirement would be eliminated.  She also 
asked how other schools would enhance their writing requirements.  For example, her 
department has a one-hour business-writing course.  Will the proposed four-credit course in 
English have any effect on that course? 
 
Going back to the issue of using the fourth hour for student conferences, Mike Duvall (guest) 
said that students often make their biggest strides in writing in conference situations. 
 
Mr. Hakkila wanted to know what would happen if the Faculty Senate passed the ENGL 110 
proposal, but the course didn’t pass as a Gen-Ed proposal.  Ms. Ward answered that the course 
would not be taught. 
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Jim Newhard (Classics) said that he had mixed feelings about the ENGL 110 proposal:  on the 
hand he liked the goals of the course; on the other hand, he was concerned about the fourth hour, 
and about relationship between the course and the First-Year Experience (FYE).  He said he 
would like more thought put into that latter issue.  On the fourth-hour question, he remarked that 
while it was good for students to go to the Writing Lab or to meet with their professor, such 
activities are what any good student would ordinarily do.  The proposed course would therefore 
simply be rewarding students with an extra-credit hour for doing what they should do anyway.  
Ms. Kattwinkel remarked that she was at first concerned about the logistical impact of the four-
hour course on the FYE, but she no longer feels that it will be a problem and that the course will 
work well with the FYE, that it will reinforce the learning done in the FYE and help make good 
writing apply to all classes. 
 
At this point a Senator called the question.  The motion received a second and then passed. 
 
The Faculty Senate voted down Mr. Phillips proposed amendment to reduce ENGL 110 from 
four to three credits. 
 
Ms. Kattwinkel said that she was very concerned about starting ENGL 110 next year and that it 
would be difficult to coordinate it with the FYE.  Ms. Eichelberger said that she appreciated Ms. 
Kattwinkel’s position on the matter, and that it would indeed be a big problem if the Department 
of English were adding more requirements, but the department is not doing that.  She thought 
that ENGL 110 could fit into the FYE as easily as ENGL 101 has. 
 
Mr. Hakkila remarked that he was worried about costs of implementing the change to ENGL 
110, especially in light of the budget cuts, more of which are likely to come.  And Ms. Caveny 
asked for more information on adjunct use.  Ms. Ward responded that the Department of English 
would save about $200,000—much of that going to adjuncts.  The department’s need for 
adjuncts would almost vanish. 
 
Mr. Nunan observed that a move from the six-credit course sequence of ENGL 101 and 102 to 
the four-credit ENGL 110 course would require students to find another course to meet the 122 
credits required for graduation.  Provost Jorgens pointed out that it would be no problem for 
students to find another course, as numerous upper level courses are half empty.  Mr. Krasnoff 
added that most students graduate with more than 122 credit hours. 
 
At this point, Meg Cormack (at-large) called the question, which received a second.  The Faculty 
Senate voted on the motion to call the question, which passed. 
 
The Faculty Senate voted and approved ENGL 110. 
 
Mr. Starr then moved that the Faculty Senate approve the language to go in the catalog that 
explains the new English Gen-Ed requirement: 
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English: complete ENGL 110, Introduction to Academic Writing, a four-semester-hour 
course in effective writing, critical reading, gathering and using information. (A degree 
candidate must enroll in ENGL 110 in the first year and each semester after that until the 
English requirement has been fulfilled.) 
 

Ms. Eichelberger was not sure that the parenthetical statement in the English requirement was 
needed and asked for unanimous consent to remove it.  Unanimous consent was granted.  
Deanna Caveny (at-large), however, thought that the Faculty Senate should try to stipulate that 
students take the ENGL 110 in the first year, and moved to include the following statement, 
which was seconded: 

 
(A degree candidate must enroll in ENGL 110 in the first year at the College and until the 
requirement has been fulfilled.) 

 
Brian McGee (guest) asked if the Faculty Senate controls the language that goes into the 
catalog.  Norris Preyer (Physics and Astronomy) thought that the added language was not 
needed and that the issue addressed in the proposed catalog language should been handled by 
the College’s advisors at Freshman Orientation. 
 
The Faculty Senate voted and approved Ms. Caveny’s amendment. 
 
Speaker Kelly then turned to George Pothering, the Faculty Senate Parliamentarian, to ask 
about the issue Mr. McGee raised.  The Faculty Senate, Mr. Pothering said, needs to decide on 
the issue, though it could table the matter and address it at a later time.  Kay Smith (guest) 
asked the Registrar, Cathy Boyd, to comment on the issue.  Ms. Boyd said that she would like 
the Faculty Senate to approve the Gen-Ed language in the catalog.  Every section of the 
catalog, she added, has an owner.  Mr. McNerney urged the Faculty Senate to deal with the 
motion at hand and pointed out that perhaps in the future the Gen-Ed Committee will have 
authority over language in the catalog regarding Gen-Ed requirements.  Jaap Hillenius (at-
large) pointed out that approval of catalog language involves more than wordsmithing or verbal 
stylistics; it also affects the content or substance of what the catalog presents. 
 
At this point a Senator called the question, and the motion received a second.  The Faculty 
Senate passed the motion.  
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT B3:  THE BURGESS REPORT 
 
Table of Contents 
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 7. Sample Student Survey (Elon University) 
 
 8. Sample Instructor Evaluation/Observation Rubric/Checklist (USC)  

 

I. Project Context and Significance 

A. Revision of First-Year Writing Curriculum and the Need for an Assessment Framework 

 The Faculty Senate recently approved the Department of English’s proposal to revise its 

first-year writing curriculum. As a result of this approval, beginning in fall 2009, the current 

general education writing requirement of English 101 and 102 – a two three-hour course 

sequence – will be replaced by English 110 – one four-hour course. Dr. Chris Warnick, Assistant 

Professor of English and Director of the First-Year Writing Committee, explained in an 

interview that the main reason for revising the curriculum was to improve the learning 

experience of all students taking first-year writing; this revision is an attempt to create more 

coherence in the curriculum. The fourth hour included in English 110 will provide instructors 

and students with more time to accomplish some of the following possible goals: to introduce 

more academic resources that will help students during their college careers – experience in the 

Writing Lab, study skills seminars, library research; to incorporate service-learning; to allow for 

more one on one time for students with their instructors; and to improve teachers’ feedback and 

comments on student writing (Warnick Interview).  

 By replacing the two three-hour course sequence of 101 and 102 with one four-hour 

course, English 110, the department has significantly altered its approach to teaching first-year 

writing. It will be crucial to begin assessing the outcomes of this new approach and curriculum 

as quickly as possible. A curricular assessment will enable faculty to see how they are 

maintaining coherence with the new course goals and will provide them with feedback on what 
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they may do to improve (Warnick Interview). As this revision fundamentally affects the 

cornerstone of general education at the College of Charleston, offices and committees across 

campus12 will expect the department to frequently assess the revised curriculum to ensure that it 

is accomplishing its proposed goals as well as satisfying the requirements of the general 

education curriculum. This project will provide the Department of English with the tools to 

accomplish this goal in the form of specific recommendations regarding “best practices” for the 

method of assessing the efficacy of the new curriculum. In addition to these recommendations, 

this report will also provide the department with a baseline approach or plan of action for 

assessing the first year of English 110’s implementation in the form of seven specific and 

realistic goals for the 2009-2010 academic year and summer of 2010. 

 Before the First-Year Writing Committee and the Department of English can assess the 

writing curriculum, a well-planned and clearly articulated assessment approach must be 

developed. Currently, no such assessment approach exists. Therefore, the aim of this project is 

not to conduct an assessment of the current writing curriculum, but to develop an assessment 

framework based on extensive research of the scholarship of writing program assessment and 

extensive research into the “best practices” of assessment approaches of various colleges and 

universities. This framework will provide the committee and department with suggested 

approaches for both long-term and short-term and internal and external assessment strategies. 

                                                 
12 These offices and committees include the following: the Office of the Dean of Humanities & 
Social Sciences, the Office of the Provost & Executive VP for Academic Affairs, the Office for 
Enrollment Planning, the Office for the First-Year Experience, the Faculty Curriculum 
Committee, the General Education Committee, and the Faculty Senate.  
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The committee and department, after examining these suggestions, may determine on which 

aspects of the assessment framework they would like to use. 

B. Recent Assessment Initiatives in the Department of English at the College of 

Charleston13 

 Though the Department of English does not currently have an assessment framework in 

place for evaluating its writing curriculum, it has been engaged in a good deal of assessment 

work over the past several years. These assessment initiatives have focused on curriculum and 

student outcomes in both the undergraduate major in English and the graduate program in 

English. 

 During the 2002-2003 academic year, the department conducted a three-tiered assessment 

of undergraduate English courses. This assessment “attempted to determine the efficacy of 

student outcomes in the area of teaching majors to write, speak, and to conduct research”; 

“researched their [the department’s] success in imparting knowledge to majors on representative 

authors, themes, genres, and literary periods”; and “looked at the extent to which instructors of 

freshman writing share evaluative standards” (Institutional Effectiveness Report Summary – 

Department of English 2002-2003). Department of English faculty evaluated senior papers and 

Senior Symposium presentations and examined a sample of first-year writing essays that had 

already been graded. Based on data collected in this assessment, the department made the three 

following recommendations: “In upper-division English courses, faculty members should work 

                                                 
13 This section discusses the department’s assessment work between the years of 2002-2003 and 
2008-2009. The information included in this discussion is taken solely from the available 
Institutional Effectiveness Summaries found on AAPA’s website. This discussion, therefore, 
includes only information regarding these specific assessments and their resulting 
reports/recommendations. It does not cover how effective the recommended actions were or 
whether or not they were actually implemented. 
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with students on their ability to collect, synthesize, and evaluate secondary material, as well as 

on their close reading skills; Faculty members should encourage the very best majors toward 

original and innovative work; The department needs to continue discussion relative to the 

evaluative standards via regularly scheduled workshops and forums” (Institutional Effectiveness 

Report Summary – Department of English 2002-2003). The graduate program assessment 

focused on evaluating the M.A. candidates’ knowledge of the “representative authors, genres, 

and themes” in British and American literature and the “strengths and weaknesses of the 

program” as perceived by graduating students. The assessment approach consisted of gathering 

data from the M.A. comprehensive exam and an exit survey. Based on the collected data, the 

department made the two following recommendations: “To continue to advise students to take a 

broad range of courses in American and British literature; To encourage students to review 

previous comprehensive exams to increase their understanding of the depth needed for a high 

pass” (Institutional Effectiveness Report Summary – Department of English 2002-2003). 

 During the 2003-2004 academic year, the Department of English focused its assessment 

efforts on further evaluating the M.A. program in English. In response to a changing student 

body14, the department evaluated “the makeup of the [then] current student body and how well or 

poorly the career goals of students [were] being served” (Institutional Effectiveness Report 

Summary – Department of English 2003-2004). The assessment approach included analyzing 

enrollment and retention data (as provided by Institutional Research) and conducting surveys of 

                                                 
14 The M.A. in English was initially developed for certified full-time teachers who were part-
time students. By the 2002-2003 academic year (12 years after the program began) the student 
body had changed significantly. The program was seeing a younger student body with goals of 
possibly pursuing a PhD or teaching at the junior college level. Many of these students were 
enrolled in classes full-time. The department recognized that the needs of the current student 
body probably differed from the needs of the original student population of full-time teachers. 
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both alumni and currently enrolled students. The surveys yielded demographic data – gender, 

race, part-time/full-time, type of employment while enrolled, in-state/out-of-state – and 

information regarding career goals upon entering and leaving the program, as well as current 

employment (of the alumni). Upon analyzing the data, the department made the following 

recommendations: the Department of English was to “conduct a strategic planning retreat for the 

M.A. program (Fall 2004)”; “identify two primary constituencies for the program (terminal M.A. 

students and potential PhD candidates)”; “Increase the support for the ‘traditional’ full-time 

student (offer day classes, provide social opportunities geared towards younger students, provide 

departmental activities/better involve graduate students in current activities)”; “Develop 

recruitment strategies that increase the number of minority students in the program, target out-of-

state students, and increase to the student body to 45 degree-seeking students”; and “Modify the 

curriculum to offer seven courses each semester (four by the college), develop internship 

opportunities, ensure the success of the African American literature concentration, develop a 

rhetoric/composition concentration, and develop a creative writing concentration” (Institutional 

Effectiveness Report Summary – Department of English 2003-2004). 

 The 2005-2006 assessment focused on the 200-level course curriculum in the Department 

of English. The assessment committee and the department were interested in how the department 

could attract a greater number of English majors as well how to attract non-majors for 200-level 

courses that would satisfy Humanities requirements. The assessment approach included surveys 

of the following on-campus populations: English faculty, English 102 students, faculty advisors, 

and English 101 students (Institutional Effectiveness Report Summary – Department of English 

2005-2006). IR also provided the committee with longitudinal data. Upon reviewing the 
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collected data, the assessment committee recommended that a greater diversity of 200-level 

courses be offered and that more 100-level courses be offered. 

 In May of 2008, in collaboration with the Graduate Studies Office, the Department of 

English brought in two external reviewers to assess the MA program in English. The reviewers, 

Karin Westman of Kansas State University and Bill Naufftus of Winthrop University, were 

either “department chairs or program directors from programs similar to the CofC’s MA program 

in English – “non-Phd granting, state-supported institutions” (Eichelberger email). The 

reviewers’ visit included meeting with faculty (joint faculty from CofC & the Citadel), students, 

and administrators. The reviewers also examined a report written by the department, which 

included the results of a survey given to recent graduates and current MA students regarding the 

program and curriculum. With the inclusion of this report, this assessment was, therefore both an 

internal and external review. The cost of the external reviewers was paid by the Graduate Studies 

Office and is estimated to have been around $1000 per reviewer (including travel expenses).15 

Information on this assessment report is still pending. 

 During the 2007-2008 academic year, the assessment committee, as part of its three-year 

assessment cycle, worked on assessing the goals for English 101 and 102 and how well those 

goals were being accomplished. The committee developed a survey for 101 and 102 students that 

looked at their understanding of research methods and signal phrases. Some data were collected, 

but, as the surveys did not denote which section the students were in, the data ended up not being 

particularly useful for their assessment goals.  

                                                 
15 Information on the recent graduate program assessment provided by Dr. Julia Eichelberger in 
an email dated April 13, 2009 
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 During the spring 2009 semester, the Assessment Committee of the Department of 

English focused its efforts on adjunct instructors, their working conditions, and their perceptions 

of the department. The committee conducted a survey that was given to the thirteen adjuncts 

teaching during the spring ’09 semester. The survey asked for the adjuncts’ opinions on the 

following issues: “departmental training and support, working conditions, compensation and 

benefits, collegiality/sense of community” (Duvall Interview). The survey also asked for 

information about the adjuncts’ education and background and welcomed them to give feedback 

on how the department could create a greater sense of community. After the surveys were 

completed, the committee planned to meet with each adjunct for follow-up interviews. The 

committee planned to generate a report by the end of the semester. According to Dr. Duvall, the 

assessment approach was not just a means to collect data, but an attempt to “create some sense of 

connectivity [for the adjuncts] to the department” (Duvall Interview). 

 

II. Literature Review of the Scholarship on Writing Program Assessment 

 The assessment of student writing is one of the top concerns for Writing Program 

Administrators (WPAs), Composition instructors, Department of English chairs, and students. 

Composition scholars and all of those associated with the business of student writing, as well as 

academic associations such as College Composition and Communication (CCC) and the National 

Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), have been going to great lengths for the past few 

decades to formulate policies and procedures that provide for the best methods to fairly, 

accurately, completely, and consistently assess student writing. Just as central to the issue of 

student of writing is the assessment and evaluation of the writing program as a whole or, if a 

writing program is not currently in existence (such as at the College of Charleston), the  
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assessment of writing curriculum. Several WPAs agree that, though program assessment may not 

be something that they consider themselves to be experts in, it is vital to the survival and ensured 

efficacy of a writing program. This literature review of writing program assessment scholarship 

will discuss the arguments for conducting writing program assessment as well as examine the 

numerous and often contending views as to which means of assessment is most effective.  

The Need for Writing Program Assessment 

 Edward M. White, former director of California State University’s writing program, 

discusses the importance of program evaluation as well as explains the anxiety of WPAs and 

Composition specialists regarding program evaluation in “The Rhetorical Problem of Program 

Evaluation and the WPA”.  This article details the various forms of program assessment and 

illustrates why the different methods either fail or succeed. White, in the article’s opening 

paragraph, explains the necessity for program evaluation and the mystery surrounding it as 

follows: 

It [program evaluation] combines importance – a negative program evaluation may mean  

 the loss of funds or even of the entire program – with an apparently arcane field of 

 study. Program evaluation is often considered to be a subspecialty of fields that most  

 WPAs have consciously or unconsciously avoided for most of their lives: statistics and  

 social science/educational research. The very language of program evaluation often  

 seems forbidding, highly technical, and hostile to humanistic concerns. But there is no  

 escaping the issue. Program evaluation requires the WPA to prove that the expensive  

 writing program works: that it is producing results, fulfilling its goals, and meeting  

 institutional needs (italics added for emphasis) (132). 
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Program evaluation is necessary in order to convince suspicious constituents outside of the 

discipline of writing - deans, provosts, presidents, trustees, inter-campus committees, legislators, 

and even parents - that the current writing program or writing curriculum is producing the 

desired results as articulated in the statement of the program’s goals. WPAs often have to justify 

a writing program’s large budget by proving its efficacy to a skeptical audience of program 

outsiders or, as White calls them “interlocutor[s],” who may be looking to cut back on funds in 

favor of “new and cheaper models of general education” (132). The survival of the program 

depends on whether or not the WPA can acquire sufficient data to convince his or her audience 

that the program is effective and is sufficiently serving the students’ writing needs. The only way 

that the WPA could acquire such persuasive data is through a program evaluation that produces 

evidence that “is likely to fit the assumptions of the audience” (134).  

 White’s argument also touches on the rhetorical strategies and the discourse that should 

be used when presenting this evidence to the “interlocutors.” His suggested strategies on this 

issue will be revisited in this literature review’s discussion of methods of writing program 

assessment and evaluation.  

 Brian Huot and Ellen Schendel also approach the issue of writing program assessment in 

the collaborative article, “A Working Methodology of Assessment for Writing Program 

Administrators.”  Huot and Schendel argue that, in addition to the employment of program 

assessment as a means to achieve self-preservation, WPAs, though many of them have “little 

interest, experience, or expertise in assessment,” should consider program assessment to be one 

of their chief responsibilities. It is the WPA’s duty, they explain, to “ensure that first-year writing 

curricula and support systems are serving the needs of the students as effectively as possible” 

(207). Therefore, even if upper level administrators or legislators have not specifically 
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“mandated” a program evaluation, the WPA should pursue program evaluation in order to ensure 

that the writing curriculum is accomplishing the program’s specified and detailed goals and is 

sufficiently serving the student population (207). These program goals, however, should be 

clearly articulated and understood by all those involved with the program before pursuing a 

program assessment.  

 Huot and Schendel refer to Larry Beason’s argument that program assessment is not only 

a responsibility, but an “ethical obligation” belonging to the WPA (207). They specifically quote 

the following passage from Beason’s article “Composition as Service: Implications of Utilitarian, 

Duties, and Care Ethics”: 

 For composition courses to reflect individuals’ changing values and needs, we have an  

 ongoing ethical obligation to gather data and input on what we do in composition and on  

 how these efforts are perceived by other faculty and by students…Empirical research and  

 assessment are required to meet a crucial duty – namely, to help us be informed enough  

 to determine what a campus community considers valuable about composition courses 

 (113). 

This argument “shape[s]” their article, which focuses on the concept that writing program 

assessment carries great “positive potential” as it is both “community-based” and “reformatory” 

(207). In a later section of their article, Huot and Schendel describe the community aspect of 

assessment as a way in which all those involved in composition “come together to study all 

aspects of a writing program” (213). This community involves students, teachers, and 

administrators who research data from student writing and scholarship on composition theory 

and pedagogy, and who examine the placement of the university within the national academic 

context. 
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 In the introduction to Assessing Writing: A Critical Sourcebook, a collection of articles 

intended to “help both practicing professionals and graduate students understand the theory and 

practice of writing assessment,” Brian Huot and Peggy O’Neill echo White’s statements 

regarding the hostility and anxiety surrounding program assessment that many composition 

instructors and writing directors experience. They cite arguments that writing program 

assessment acts as a “punitive force for students, faculty, and progressive forms of instruction” 

(1).  Despite these negative perceptions of program assessment, Huot and O’Neill explain that it 

is a “critical” practice not only because “accrediting agencies, policymakers, and government 

organizations [are] demanding evidence of learning for educational institutions,” but because it is 

also a “critical component” of “teaching, writing, creating curricula, and developing programs,” 

(1). They argue that assessment “discourse” may have “positive and productive” results for the 

activities within the writing program despite the sometimes justified fears that surround program 

assessment.  

 As seen in the few examples provided in the previous paragraphs, there are recurrent 

themes throughout current scholarship on writing program assessment. The first issue that echoes 

throughout this literature is the reality that program assessment is becoming more necessary as a 

means to justify, protect, and defend a university’s writing program to outside “stakeholders” 

both within the university and in the local community and government. The second, and much 

more positive, concept regarding writing program assessment is that evaluating a writing 

program may often lead to positive outcomes. As Beason explains, the issue of assessment is 

“community-based” and its results affect not just the students and faculty in the program, but the 

entire university and the general public. As this literature review will discuss in the next section, 

many scholars argue that the entire writing program community should be involved in program 
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assessment. Through this involvement, faculty, staff, and administrators will, hopefully, become 

dedicated both to the assessment itself, as well as enacting positive curricular reforms as a result 

of the findings and recommendations of the assessment. In addition to resulting in positive 

curricular changes, and changes in across-campus attitudes toward the writing program, White 

explains that merely the effort put into collecting evidence within the program may lead to very 

basic and easily implemented reforms. He explains these changes as follows: 

 The very act of gathering information from a variety of sources leads to new lines of 

 communication and new thinking about the program. There is no need to wait years for 

 data analysis; some findings result directly from the evaluation activity. The department 

 head discovers that the new creative software he or she proudly ordered is still not in use; 

 the freshmen composition director is dismayed to find out that half the staff are teaching  

 literature instead of writing; the English teachers are amazed to hear that they are held in  

  high esteem by their colleagues in the sciences, many of whom require writing in their  

 classes (Rhetorical Problem 143). 

Due to many general education curricula requiring every student to take at least one semester of 

College Writing, many English departments and Composition programs rely on part-time 

instructors and graduate teaching assistants to teach a significant number of introductory 

composition courses. The growing use of adjunct instructors, many of whom teach at more than 

one institution, to fill the gaps in composition teaching timetables has led to a breakdown in 

communication between the instructors in writing programs16. As a result of this communication 

                                                 
16 The issue of contingent faculty at the College of Charleston is examined in a previous paper 
that I wrote in April 2008. The paper is entitled “The Position of Part-time Composition 
Instructors at the College of Charleston.” 
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divide, often between the roster and contingent faculty17, the goals of a writing program or 

curriculum are not properly made know to all instructors and may lead to instances in which not 

all instructors understand the goals of a curriculum – especially if the goals have recently been 

revised. Program assessment may lead to these lines of communication opening and curricular 

misunderstandings or contentions being resolved or, at least, being made known to the director.  

Approaches to Writing Program Assessment 

 The methodology of writing program assessment, much like the methodology of writing 

assessment, has significantly changed over the past few decades. The accepted practices of the 

past are now seen by assessment and composition scholars as deleterious to the reputation of and 

attitudes toward their writing programs. These scholars argue that examining mere statistics or 

using a simplified pretest and posttest model to measure student ability and improvement do not 

properly or effectively encompass the essence and definition of writing and the goals and 

responsibilities of writing programs. Willa Wolcott and Sue M. Legg in their first chapter of An 

Overview of Writing Assessment: Theory, Research, and Practice capture the shortcomings of 

writing assessment in the late nineties. As their attitude toward writing assessment may be 

compared to many of the attitudes that composition scholars have toward outdated practices of 

program assessment, it is beneficial to look at their argument. Their description of the state of 

writing assessment runs as follows: 

 To some extent, the term writing assessment itself appears to juxtapose mutually  

 exclusive elements – writing, with its susceptibility to debate as to what good writing is, 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
17 This communication divide does not, however, exist only between roster & contingent faculty. 
Oftentimes, there may be a breakdown in communication between tenured and junior faculty 
members or composition and literature faculty. 
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 and assessment, with its emphasis on what good measurement requires. Impromptu 

 writing samples[…]are criticized for the narrow perspective of writing they provide, 

 while portfolios[…]are criticized for their failure to meet the rigors of statistical 

 measures. Thus, the current state of writing assessment often resembles rippled glass: the 

 image that teases with promise but still lacks the full clarity desired (1). 

Just as writing assessment is concerned with the lack of depth and complexity of statistical 

analysis and the lack of rigor of portfolio assessment, program assessment is concerned with 

simplistic statistics and less than rigorous portfolios18. The recurrent questions regarding 

program assessment focus mainly on how to fully and properly capture both the depth and 

complexity of the work done and success and improvement achieved within a writing program, 

as well as how to reliably and validly assess a writing program’s effectiveness. Much like the 

methods of writing assessment, various means of program assessment may also “tease with 

promise [that] still lacks the full clarity desired.”  The following paragraphs will detail various 

forms of program assessment methods, as well as discuss the recommendations given by 

Composition scholars as to which method best accomplishes the goal of collecting and 

interpreting data that thoroughly and accurately represent the state of a writing program. 

 Kathleen Blake Yancey in her article, “Looking Back as We Look Forward: Historicizing 

Writing Assessment,” breaks down the history of modern writing assessment into three eras or, 

as she calls them, “waves”. As she explains, the first wave (1950-1970) saw writing assessment 

                                                 
18 Although these two methods can produce incomplete assessment data when used 
independently, many assessment approaches, acknowledging both the merit and limitations of 
both practices, use them collaboratively in order to acquire both quantitative and qualitative data 
that reflects the complexity of student writing. The recommended framework for assessing 
English 110 allows for both methods to be used. 
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employ the method of “objective tests”; the second wave (1970-1986) introduced the 

“holistically scored essay”; and the third and current wave (1986-present) began using both 

“portfolio assessment and programmatic assessment” (131). Each of these waves was informed 

and influenced by specific historical contexts that were going on both in academia as well as in 

society in general.19 Program assessment followed along a similar historical trajectory and 

focused on similar questions and methods of assessment – just in a broader context than specific 

individuals’ writing. 

 Edward White details the various forms of program assessment in “The Rhetorical 

Problem of Program Evaluation.” White explains why some of these methods are effective and 

why others not only fail, but produce such arbitrary and poorly representative data that they may 

result in a negative and damaging assessment of an effective program that is achieving its desired 

goals. His objection to poorly conceived methods of program assessment runs as follows: 

 A program evaluation that fails to show results is a damaging document. It is far better to  

 avoid such an evaluation than to engage in one that will seem to demonstrate that no  

 measurable good is being done by an effective composition course, writing-across-the- 

 curriculum program, grant program, or research hypothesis (138). 

The assessment method referred to in this passage is the “norm referenced pretest/posttest 

evaluation model, which is certain to show no results” (138). White explains that this method of 

evaluation is undoubtedly employed by those unfamiliar with composition pedagogy (134). This 

                                                 
19 For example, the move to the second wave makes much sense as Composition Studies was just 
beginning to assert itself as a bonafide discipline during the late 1960s and 1970s. Theory and 
scholarship regarding Composition pedagogy and assessment was just beginning to become 
well-known and Composition programs were finally being established outside of English 
departments. 
 
 
 



   

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 101 
   

method is “deceptively simple and based on simple-minded positivism: Writing instruction is 

designed to improve student writing, so we should measure student writing ability before and 

after instruction” (134). The amount of increase in the student’s ability reflects the efficacy of 

instruction (134). The pretest/posttest that is administered is an objective test that, as opposed to 

measuring a student’s writing ability, measures the amount of spelling and punctuation errors a 

student makes on a multiple-choice exam. This method, therefore, assesses merely the surface 

aspects of writing and fails to incorporate both the complex aspects of composition and the work 

that has been done in the writing class over the course of the semester. 

 The second method that White discusses and categorizes as “Probable Failure” is the 

“Single Essay Test” (139). This method involves a pretest/posttest model, but employs “holistic 

or primary-trait scoring” (139). Though this method is an attempt to actually incorporate 

composition into assessment, it still fails to show the complexity of the writing process. As 

White explains, this test assumes that writing improvement is only shown in a first-draft essay 

(140). This method, therefore, completely ignores the concept of revision, which is now such an 

integral part of both the writing process and writing instruction. The third model, which is 

labeled as having “Probable Results,” is a means of “evaluation by varied measures” (141). This 

model, which requires the involvement of composition faculty and staff, “attempts to define and 

acquire information about a wide range of [the writing program’s stated] goals” (141). 

 The final two models, which are sure to produce valuable results, involve external 

assessment. The first is referred to as having “Anecdotal Results” and is performed by “outside 

experts and opinion surveys” (143). In this situation an “expert” evaluator (expert being 

considered a somewhat relative term) who has some evaluation experience and is a composition 

colleague from preferably an out-of-town university visits the campus and talks with 
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composition faculty, students, and administrators. Also included in this method are 

questionnaires given to students and faculty. White explains that, though this method does 

produce results, the data is generally quite positive and general, and therefore, does not result in 

either a thorough assessment of the program, or constructive and concrete recommendations for 

positive reform (143-144). Gail Hughes agrees with White’s description of this form of 

assessment and describes these evaluations as follows: 

 Many evaluations are superficial – designed, perhaps, to fulfill a legal, political, or 

 bureaucratic requirement, and nobody is very interested in the results. They appear to  

 assess a program without really doing so. Reports sit unread on administrators’ shelves. 

 The chief purpose of such window-dressing evaluations seems to be to reassure people 

 that all is well (159).   

In merely satisfying the requirement of program evaluation mandated either by an administrator 

or a legislator, this method fails to satisfy the positive motivation for program assessment: 

reform and progress. Though recommendations are made, they are generally vague and 

complimentary, and lack any force to encourage positive growth within a program 

 The final method of assessment, and the one that White thoroughly supports, is 

“Authentic Assessment by Genuine Experts: Consequential Validity” (145). This method 

involves WPA consultant-evaluators’ visiting the campus and, after meeting with the 

administration, faculty, and students, writing a detailed report. This report is based both on their 

experience on campus as well as on the detailed information that the WPA would have provided 

them with before their visit. The report details constructive recommendations (and critique) for 

the future of the program. Their recommendations would rely heavily on the current goals of the 

program as well as its plans for the future. White admits that, due to a brief visit of only two 
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days, even the WPA evaluation is limited, but this method is the most thorough of the five, as it 

brings not only intensive training and professionalism, but a national perspective, as well (145). 

The WPA consultant-evaluators are respected Composition scholars, as well as WPAs at their 

home universities, and their expertise includes both experience as well as a thorough knowledge 

of current theory regarding all aspects of Composition studies – especially assessment. In “A 

Case for Writing Program Evaluation” Laura Brady describes her experience with the WPA 

assessment at West Virginia University where she is now a writing program director. The first 

sentence of her article quotes White’s discussion of program assessment, and she continues 

through the duration of the article to support each of his claims regarding WPA consultant-

evaluators. Interestingly, West Virginia University in 1999, when the evaluation took place, did 

not, like the College of Charleston currently, have a central writing program administrator (81). 

The university was looking to make some major changes within the Department of English and 

was specifically focused on the writing program, which, at that time, lacked a “clearly defined 

philosophy or mission statement in relation to writing” (81). The WPA review, like White 

argues, brought a national perspective to the campus and made detailed and constructive 

recommendations that helped the department to focus its plan and goals on what was most 

immediately necessary and how to go about achieving the desired reform (83). One of the 

drawbacks of this method of assessment, however, as may be expected, is that it is costly20.    

 James Slevin, in his chapter “Engaging Intellectual Work: The Role of Faculty in Writing 

Program Teaching and Assessment,” asks the following two questions: “How can we find better 

                                                 
20 Please see Appendix 3 for detailed information (taken directly from the WPA consultant-
evaluator website) regarding this option for external assessment. 
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ways to put the intellectual work of faculty and students at the center of our educational 

concerns, and, as a consequence, at the center of assessment models,” and “More specifically, 

what role can writing courses and programs play in this effort” (211). Throughout the chapter, 

Slevin discusses concepts of assessment – both prevailing concepts of assessment that “devalue 

the work of faculty and students and concepts of assessment that place value in the collaborative 

work of faculty and students (as accomplished in the composition classroom). The chapter thus 

focuses and attempts to answer the following questions: 

 “How do prevailing models of assessment marginalize the perspectives and work of the  

 faculty? How may faculty work be defined and the purposes of assessment deepened in  

 order to incorporate a more significant faculty role? In what ways are writing programs  

 positioned to help make educational assessment generally a more complex, and therefore 

 more accurate and helpful, contribution to the intellectual life of the university?” (212) 

Slevin’s discussion, though it does not make specific recommendations for an assessment 

approach or framework, is useful to note in the conversation on writing program assessment. As 

seen by Edward White’s discussion of writing program assessment, many assessment approaches 

seem to devalue and even invalidate the positive work that is done in writing programs. Slevin’s 

discussion continues this conversation and builds a strong case for an assessment framework that 

is created and conducted by faculty who are devoted to student writing.  

 It is generally accepted that program assessment should encompass a variety of practices. 

WPAs have a variety of options when deciding upon which method of assessment is most 

practical for their writing programs. A WPA could choose to use internal or external reviewers, 

and, as White explained, there is a decision to be made as to which external reviewers are used. 

A WPA must decide which materials are to be assessed: portfolios or single writing samples, and 
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who will be rating these materials. Interviews of administrators, faculty, and students may be 

involved in the assessment. These decisions are often motivated by budgetary issues as much as 

program needs21. 

Recommendations for Writing Program Assessment 

 This section will briefly discuss recommendations made by assessment scholars for 

specific aspects that need to be recognized when beginning a program evaluation. Both White 

and, in their article “Research and WAC Evaluation: An In-Progress Reflection,” Paul Prior et al 

note the importance of the rhetoric of evaluation. When preparing an evaluation a WPA must 

understand the audience to which the evidence will be presented. Understanding and working 

within the discourse community of academic administration or academic legislation is vital to the 

survival of a writing program or writing curriculum. White explains that the WPA needs to 

carefully consider “what the audience’s assumptions are and to what use they will put the 

report,” as the audience’s agenda is almost surely different than that of the writing faculty (133). 

He warns that using a rhetoric that does not relate to the audience will most likely result in the 

budgetary funds being given to another program “with a better command of the required 

rhetoric” (134). Prior et al echo these sentiments in the description of their approach to 

evaluating the WAC program at the University of Illinois. When considering their audience they 

envisioned “busy administrative readers out of [their] experience” and asked themselves “what 

research questions and strategies would best address that audience” (188). In addition to asking 

themselves this question, they also considered the following issues: 

                                                 
21 Please see the “Methodology of Project” section of this report for a discussion of the specific 
assessment approaches used by the WPAs of five different college writing programs whom I 
interviewed. 
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• What goals should guide our research? 

• What activities are being assessed? 

• Who is doing the assessment and who is being assessed? 

• What audiences might this research address? 

• What research strategies and resources are available to pursue these goals? 

• How can we read our research data with different readers and goals in mind? 

• How can we articulate relationships among goals, activities, audiences, resources, and 

 research strategies? 

 (187). 

Many of these questions, much like White’s discussion of rhetoric, focus on the specific 

audience to which the assessment data will be presented. It is absolutely necessary to tailor an 

argument’s discourse to a specified audience in order to convince the audience of the claims 

being made. If the argument’s rhetoric does not speak to the audience, then the attempt will most 

certainly fail to persuade. As White notes, a WPA literally cannot afford to “speak like an 

English teacher” when defending his or her budget to a finance committee that is looking to 

decrease expenditures.  

 One final recommendation regarding audience that is necessary to note is given by 

Richard Haswell and Susan McLeod in “WAC Assessment and Internal Audiences: A 

Dialogue.” This article focuses on the issue of differing audiences and documents a mock 

conversation between a WPA and an academic dean. One of the first steps necessary in program 

evaluation, as argued in this article, is to “contrast the typical roles and motives of evaluator and 

administrator;” this step is integral in the evaluation discussion because both “groups form the 

rhetorical core of an assessment report, writer and reader” (250). If the differing roles and 
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motives are not acknowledged then “clashes” between the two of them may “lead to rhetorical 

failures” (250). Once again, this recommendation focuses on the audience that will be reading 

the assessment report. 

 Regarding specific recommendations for assessment approaches, Stephen P. Witte and 

Lester Faigley conducted a study of four different writing program evaluations and provided 

both an explanation of method and a critique of method for each of the evaluations in Evaluating 

College Writing Programs. The four evaluations that they include in the study are The 

University of Northern Iowa Study, The University of California San Diego Study, The 

University of Miami Study, and The University of Texas Study (which was conducted by the 

authors in collaboration with other UT faculty and administrators). Witte and Faigley included 

each of the studies due to both the merit/success of the approaches and the failures/shortcomings 

of the approaches. They explain their inclusion of each of the studies as follows: 

 Northern Iowa: “We chose to examine this study because it illustrates two problems that  

 frequently appear in evaluations of writing programs and courses: (1) the failure to  

understand and accommodate differences between composition courses, and (2) the 

 failure to recognize and control differences between noncomposition courses of study.”  

 (9) 

 University of California San Diego: “We selected the San Diego study for review here  

 because (1) unlike the Northern Iowa study, it attempted to accommodate differences in 

 the way writing is taught, (2) it relied on more than one measure of writing course or  

 program effectiveness, (3) it illustrates some of the difficulties associated with inferring  

 course or program effectiveness from writing samples, and it illustrates the relative 

 nature of writing program evaluation.” (12) 
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 Miami University: “The Miami study was selected for review here because it (1)  

 illustrates the difficulties associated with the failure to separate curricular and   

 instructional variables involved in comparative evaluations of writing courses, (2)  

 illustrates the problems of defining both curricula and instruction in writing, and (3)  

 illustrates the necessity of controlling instructional and curricular variables through  

 carefully conceived research designs.” (16) 

 University of Texas: “Our purpose in discussing the Texas study in some detail here is to  

 illustrate the extreme difficulty in controlling major variables when two very different

 courses are compared.” (22). 

My reasoning for including each of these statements is to illustrate the various critiques that 

helped shape much of my conceptualizing of the assessment framework recommendations that 

are found in section IV of this report. Though the Witte and Faigley text was published in 1983 

when writing program assessment scholarship was still fairly rare to find, it contains many 

invaluable critiques of assessment frameworks22. Many of these critiques, as noted in footnotes 

and in the narrative of Section IV were informed by these critiques. 

 Throughout the scholarship on writing program assessment there are various 

recommendations for effective program assessment, and some of these methods stand in stark 

contrast to each other. Despite the lack of agreement regarding the manner in which to 

implement a program evaluation, one theme remains constant throughout each of the arguments: 

                                                 
22 It should be noted, as well, that the Witte and Faigley text examines assessment studies 
conducted by Research I institutions that were in some cases evaluating numerous campuses and 
in other cases evaluating several courses or pedagogical approaches in a large well-established 
writing program. Though this report focuses on assessing the efficacy of just one course – 
English 110 – and does not rival the scale of the reviewed frameworks, the critiques and 
recommendations are still quite pertinent.  
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the importance of program assessment. Program assessment may lead to a variety of positive 

results that affect all levels of the university community: students, teachers, WPAs, and 

administrators. Through program assessment, WPAs are given the chance to, as Huot and 

Schendel explain, “examine in detail” all aspects of their writing programs. Even if major 

programmatic reform does not directly result from an assessment, the awareness and knowledge 

that WPAs and writing instructors gain about their programs – from student writing to 

instructors’ syllabi - will surely prove invaluable. 
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III. Methodology of Project 

A.  Survey of Writing Program Assessment Practices of Universities around the Country 

The “primary” research element of this project included telephone interviews with WPAs and 

First-Year Writing Directors of five universities: Elon University, Rowan University, University 

of South Carolina, Winthrop University, and The College of New Jersey. Elon University, 

Rowan University, and The College of New Jersey were chosen because they are peer 

institutions of the College of Charleston. Winthrop University and The University of South 

Carolina were included in this research sample because they are two of the College of 

Charleston’s fellow in-state institutions. Though this sample is not large, it represents a diverse 

collection of institutions (from small liberal arts to research I) and of college writing programs. 

The chart that follows this narrative lists all of the institutions that I contacted while trying to 

collect data for this research. More of CofC’s peer institutions would have been contacted, but it 

is significant to note that several of its peer institutions do not have defined writing programs, 

but require writing intensive courses within majors or work within a Writing Across the 

Curriculum or Writing in the Disciplines model (schools such as University of Mary 

Washington, Ramapo College of NJ, and Truman State University, among others). 

 In order to collect data for this research I initially contacted each of the WPAs listed in 

section B. either through email or by telephone. After receiving a response, I scheduled an 

interview with the WPA. The questions used during the interviews are listed in section C. During 

the interviews, the WPA and I discussed the assessment approaches and foci of their writing 

program/department/institution. After the interview, I emailed the WPAs to thank them for 

sharing their time and knowledge of assessment with me and to ask them any follow-up 

questions or request specific materials that they had mentioned during the interviews. I 
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summarized the WPAs’ responses in the Matrices in Section D. The information is divided into 

two matrices: Matrix of Assessment Focus and Matrix of Assessment Method. The Focus Matrix 

describes the various approaches of the different institutions and the main foci of their 

assessment frameworks. The Method Matrix details the “business” of the institutions’ assessment 

methods: budgets, training of raters, dissemination of results, etc. 

 As detailed in the matrices, the programs each use different assessment approaches. 

There are, however, a few trends that should be briefly noted. With the exception of The College 

of New Jersey, whose longitudinal assessment initiative was discontinued with a change in 

administration, each institution conducts some form of assessment annually. And, with the 

exception of Rowan State University, each assessment is both funded and required by the 

university’s administration. Much like the College of Charleston, these assessment initiatives are 

motivated by, among other things, SACS or other accreditation requirements. Regarding 

assessment approaches, these institutions conduct mainly internal assessments, but both USC and 

Rowan State have used WPA Consultant-Evaluator external assessments and Elon uses a similar 

external assessment about every five years. The assessment frameworks and foci are different for 

each institution, but most of the schools use both qualitative and quantitative measures that 

include pre-test/post-test essays or portfolios and student surveys. One final point of interest is 

that each institution uses a defined rubric for assessing student work. Though rubrics do not 

capture every important concept involved in writing instruction and writing process, they are 

vital when collecting and evaluating data. Employing a rubric for evaluation is a way to ensure 

that each rater understands the focus of the assessment and is collecting analysis that resembles 

some sort of coherence and uniformity. 
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B. List of Schools Contacted and Schools Interviewed 

School WPA/Director Interviewed No Response to 
Emails/Phone 
Calls 

No Follow-thru 
w/Interview 

No Assessment 
Approaches to 
Discuss 

Peer Institution 

Elon 
University 

Dr. Jessie 
Moore 

X    X 

Rowan 
University 

Dr. Roberta 
Harvey 

X    X 

UNC-
Asheville 

Dr. Dee 
James 

  X  X 

USC Dr. Christy 
Friend 

X     

Winthrop 
University 

Dr. Kelly 
Richardson 

X     

Clemson 
University 

Dr. Cynthia 
Haynes 

  X   

The College 
of New Jersey 

Dr. Felicia 
Steele* 

X    X 

University of 
Georgia 

Dr. Christy 
Desmet 

 X    

University of 
Tennessee 

Dr. Mary-Jo 
Reiff 

 X    

UNC-W Dr. Anthony 
Atkins 

 X   X 

James 
Madison 
University 

Ms. Cynthia 
Martin 

 X   X 

Western 
Washington 
University 

Dr. Donna 
Qualley 

   X X 

Appalachian 
State 
University 

Dr. Kim 
Gunter 

 X   X 

University of 
Missouri-St. 
Louis 

Dr. Suellynn 
Duffey 

   X X 

 
* Dr. Steele is not the WPA at TCNJ, but she teaches first-year writing and she was actively involved in the assessment project 
(both development and implementation of) that the English Dept. at TCNJ recently conducted. 
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C. Rubric for Phone Interviews with Peer Institutions regarding Program Assessment 

1) How often do you perform a formal assessment of your writing program?  
- What are the types of assessment protocols /approaches used? 
- Is there a set rubric used for the assessment?  

  -Who composes the rubric? The WPA, faculty, reviewers, administration? 
 

2) Is program assessment required by your institution’s administration? Does your 
institution support assessment work financially? Provost, dean, and/or dept. Budgets? 
Can you share total amount allocated toward your assessment annually. 

 
3) Do you conduct the assessment internally or do you bring in external reviewers? 

4) Do you pay your reviewers if you conduct an assessment internally? Are they paid as a 
supplement to their salaries? 

 
5) If you use on-campus reviewers, how are these reviewers trained to assess your program? 
 
6) If you bring in external reviewers, how do you choose these reviewers? 

7) How much do you pay these reviewers? 

8) What is the focus of the assessment?  
- student portfolios 
- grade outcomes 
- student success informed by course sequencing 
- others? Please explain. 

 
9)  What are some of the issues that the rubric addresses?  

 
10)  Are faculty interviewed during the assessment (both within and outside of the writing 

program – outside in order to gain insight into the campus opinion of the success of the 
writing program/curriculum)? 

 
11)  Are students interviewed/surveyed regarding their opinion of the success of the writing 

curriculum? 
 

12)  What is your budget for program assessment? 
 
13)  How and with whom do you disseminate results? 
 
14)   Has additional funding come forward related to results? 
 
15)  What program changes have you made resulting from results? 
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*Full-page versions of these matrices are available at the end of this report (after Appendix 8). 
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IV. Summary and Recommendations  

A. Suggested Framework for Assessing English 110 

 As articulated in Evaluating College Writing Programs, every writing program 

assessment should ask and concentrate on the following question: “does the course seem to affect 

positively the development of writing abilities” (Witte and Faigley 32). In addition to answering 

this question, all writing program assessments, according to Stephen Witte and Lester Faigley, 

also possess three common characteristics: comparison, change in performance over time, [and] 

evaluative judgments (Witte and Faigley 34-36). The following assessment framework will 

adhere to these recommendations. In an attempt to answer the question of whether or not the 

course is positively affecting students’ writing abilities, this assessment framework will ask a 

related question: how well is English 110 accomplishing the goals of the College of Charleston’s 

first-year composition curriculum? The framework will also include comparison – comparison of 

the writing abilities of students enrolled in English 110 and of students not enrolled in English 

110 as well as comparison in the grade outcomes and attrition rates of students taking freshmen 

composition courses between the academic years of 2008-2009 and 2009-2010; the measurement 

of change in performance over time – change initially within a semester and then (long-term 

assessment goals) measuring change between freshman and sophomore years; and evaluative 

judgments regarding English 110 – how successful is English 110 in accomplishing the goals of 

the first-year composition curriculum. 

 Before beginning an assessment, however, the following factors must be clearly defined 

and understood by those conducting the assessment: 

 What is being evaluated? 

- Curriculum? 
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- Instruction? 

- Both? 

- Other factors? 

 In this assessment, how is writing skill or writing ability defined? How is this 

concept to be measured?23  

 What are the goals of this writing curriculum and how well are they understood 

by the faculty, students, and administrators involved with English 110 and the 

assessment? 

In addition to defining these factors before beginning an assessment, several variables must also 

be acknowledged and accounted for within the framework. As Witte and Faigley argue, 

“attention to curricular, instructional, and contextual variables is mandatory in well-designed 

evaluation research” (11). Therefore, the framework must acknowledge differences in course 

sections: content, instruction style, number of and nature of assignments, & type of texts that are 

used. The framework must also account for differences in courses that students are taking while 

                                                 
23 Edward White discusses the unique situation that writing programs are in regarding 
assessment due to widespread disagreements within the discipline of Composition over how to 
define these concepts. Though a consensus may not exist within the discipline, there needs to be 
an agreed upon and well-articulated definition of these concepts within the program that is being 
assessed. White explains this situation as follow: “in the first place, we need to recognize the 
number of removes from reality that empirical program evaluation requires. There is, on the first 
level, the student – thinking, learning, day-dreaming. On the second level is the written 
expression of that student’s mental activity: a first-draft writing product, a survey of some sort, a 
demonstration of the writing process, a portfolio of processes and products. Then we have the 
third remove from reality, the evaluation of that second level[…]Then comes the fourth level, for 
we are not here concerned with individuals, but with groups: we must aggregate these measures 
somehow to come up with group measures[…]We share the many removes from reality I have 
just described with some other disciplines; our problem of definition, however is almost unique. 
What is this thing that we are measuring, and how do these different meanings affect our 
comparisons of group performance” (White Developing Successful College Writing Programs 
200 -201).   
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they are enrolled in English 110 and the effect that these courses could have on the students’ 

writing abilities. In addition to looking at the courses that students are taking alongside English 

110, it is necessary to use a “control” group comprised of students who are not taking English 

110. This “control” group will provide the assessment researchers with comparative data that 

should assist with determining the efficacy of English 110 based on how well it is accomplishing 

the proposed goals of the curriculum24. In order to validly use the data from the “control” group, 

it will be necessary to acknowledge the effect that the courses these students are taking may have 

on their writing abilities, as well. [The use of a control group is included here as a “Best 

Practice” recommendation because it is a useful tool for helping to ensure the highest level of 

validity of collected data. It is impossible, however, to use a control group in this assessment 

because all freshmen will be required to take English 110 beginning in fall 2009. If the curricular 

revision had allowed for a “phasing in” of the new curriculum, then a true control group could 

have been used in the assessment.] 

 This framework provides for the following forms of assessment: qualitative and 

quantitative measures, short-term and long-term goals, and internal and external approaches. It is 

organized according to short-term and long-term goals and then further divided into phases. As 

mentioned in the previous section, “Methodology of Project”, the following recommendations 

are informed by research in the scholarship of writing program assessment and discussions with 

various WPAs regarding the current assessment approaches of their programs and departments. 

                                                 
24 Witte and Faigley explain the necessity of this form of a “control” in the following quote: 
“since neither the San Diego, Miami, nor Texas study employed control groups which did not 
undergo writing instruction, none of these three studies can claim with certainty that the changes 
in student performance are solely attributable to this or that writing course” (34-36). 
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Short-term Goals - Internal Assessment25   

Phase I  

 Qualitative:  

• “Experimental group”26:  

 At the beginning of the semester students should be given a handout that clearly 

states the goals of English 110. Instructors should be encouraged to go over these 

goals with the students to ensure that both instructor and student are completely 

clear on what to expect in English 110. At the end of the semester student surveys 

should be given to the students. These surveys, developed by the First-Year 

Composition Committee and approved by the instructors of English 110, should 

ask the students questions regarding how well the course has accomplished its 

proposed goals. The questions on this survey should relate solely to the course 

curriculum/nature of the course. Students will have a chance to evaluate their 

instructors in the end-of-semester course evaluations that are managed by AAPA. 

Though students will not be asked specifically about their teachers’ strengths and 

weaknesses, the survey will ask for information regarding the type of instruction 

that was delivered during the semester (as well as instructor name & section 

number), number and nature of written assignments, and specific texts that were 

required. These surveys may also ask how the 4th hour was used during the 
                                                 
25 This assessment approach is designed to be conducted by First-Year Composition faculty and 
perhaps members of the Department of English’s Assessment Committee. 
26 “Experimental group” = 1st semester freshmen taking English 110 (transfers or students who are farther along in 
their college careers will be excluded from this sample). Though this exclusion of all non-traditional freshmen 
controls the variable of writing instruction received in previous college courses, this exclusion does not control the 
variable of instruction and preparation received at the high school and secondary level. Some schools that I spoke 
with do try to account for this variable through tracking progress by comparing grade outcomes with SAT essay 
scores, but I decided not to account for that variable in this framework (see USC assessment approach in Matrix of 
Assessment Focus). 
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semester and how effective it has been for improving writing & supplementing 

the 110 lecture27. 

 Each instructor should choose 1 student to participate in an interview with a 

committee that consists of members of the First-Year Composition Committee 

and faculty members who are participating in the assessment. These interviews 

will supplement the student surveys and will, similarly, ask questions regarding 

the curriculum/nature of the course. As there are 31 sections of English 110 being 

offered this fall28, it would be more time efficient to place students in groups of 

four or five for these interviews, as opposed to conducting individual interviews 

with each student. Depending on how many interviewers are participating, it may 

be arranged that students are not interviewed by their English 110 instructors. As 

these interviews will focus on the strengths and weaknesses of the course 

curriculum, and not on the personality and strengths and weaknesses of the 

instructors, it is possible to have instructors interviewing their own students (this 

is, however, not the ideal option). These interviews should give the students more 

of a chance to tell the committee about their experience with the English 110 

curriculum. Questions, much like the survey, will ask students about how well the 

composition course has helped to improve their writing as well as how effective 

the 4th hour has been for improving writing & supplementing the 110 lecture.  

 

                                                 
27 See Appendix 7 for survey sample questions developed at Elon University.  
28 This framework is not accounting for the English 110 Learning Communities courses, but they 
it can certainly be modified to include those courses. As I do not know enough about the nature 
of these courses, I did not feel comfortable including them in these recommendations. 
 
 



   

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 122 
   

•  “Control group”29: 

 A survey should be administered to the “control group” near the end of the 

semester that asks these students questions regarding how effective their current 

courses have been in helping to develop their writing skills. The students should 

also be provided with the goals of the English 110 curriculum. Questions on the 

survey should attempt to gauge how well these students feel they can accomplish 

these goals with the experience they have gained in other courses. In order to 

make this data as valid as possible, it is necessary to have the students list their 

current courses and the nature and number of written assignments that they have 

done in these courses. 

 From among these surveys, ten to fifteen students should be chosen for interviews 

with the same committee that interviews the English 110 students30.  These 

interviews, like those conducted with the English 110 students, will serve to 

supplement the information provided in the student surveys. 

Quantitative:  

• Pre-test & Post-test essays should be administered to both the “experimental” and the 

“control” groups. The Pre-test essay should be administered at the beginning of the 

                                                 
29 “Control group” = 1st semester freshmen not taking English 110 who did not AP out of English 
110. See pg. 32 for a discussion of the necessity of this control group in the assessment of 
English 110. One difficulty with employing a control group is providing the students with some 
sort of incentive to participate in this assessment. Perhaps offices such as AAPA and First-Year 
Experience (or other offices that conduct surveys routinely) may be able to offer some advice for 
how to enlist student participation. 
30 As the control group will be smaller than the group of students taking English 110 during the 
fall 2009 semester, it makes sense that this sample interview group will be smaller than the other 
group interviewed. 
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semester. For the “experimental group” this could serve as the diagnostic essay that many 

Composition instructors have their students write on the first day of class. If it is used as a 

diagnostic essay, it serves the purpose of informing both the individual instructors as well 

as the assessment.  

- In order to produce data that is as easy to compare as possible, the essay topic 

should be created by the committee conducting the assessment in collaboration 

with the English 110 instructors. 

- The essays will be evaluated according to a rubric developed by the committee in 

collaboration with the English 110 instructors. This rubric will be designed based 

on the goals of the English 110 curriculum31. 

- Each instructor will evaluate his/her own students’ essays. The essays will then be 

evaluated by a second reader (ideally another English 110 instructor). If there is 

great disparity between the scores, then a third reader will evaluate the essay. The 

evaluators will meet to discuss the results in comparison to the essays of the 

“control group”. 

- The “control group” essays will be evaluated by two readers who, ideally, are not 

teaching English 110 (and are, therefore, not evaluating English 110 essays). 

- Post-test essays will be administered near the end of the semester. The topic 

should, once again, be created by the committee in collaboration with the English 

110 instructors. The post-test in the English 110 classrooms may be given during 

the last few weeks of class. 

                                                 
31 See Appendix 7 for sample rubrics that were used/provided by Elon University and the 
University of Pittsburgh. 
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- The pre- and post-tests for the “control group” will be much more difficult to 

administer, as they cannot be given during class time. Perhaps the essays may be 

written during an afternoon in a computer classroom in Maybank. As an 

incentive, refreshments should probably be served. 

• In addition to the essay measures, portfolios for the “experimental group” should also be 

assessed. This measure will allow the assessment researchers to see and evaluate the 

improvements that the English 110 students have made in the process of writing. It will 

also allow the assessment to evaluate those goals of English 110 focusing on process and 

revision that are impossible to measure in a first-draft, timed essay test. 

Phase 2  

 Qualitative  

• “Experimental Group” – follow-up with students from previous semester: 

 Near the end of the spring 2010 semester the English 110 students who were 

surveyed during the fall 2009 semester will be given a follow-up survey asking 

them how well English 110 prepared them for their second semester courses32. 

 Near the end of the spring 2009 semester English professors (201, 202, etc.) who 

have the students from English 110 in their courses should be contacted and 

interviewed. The professors should be asked if they see any difference between 

their students who completed English 110 in the fall and their students who did 

                                                 
32This measure will be, much like the measures of the “control group,” difficult to accomplish 
because it will require the students to participate in the assessment on their own time (as opposed 
to during class time). Like the “control group” of the fall semester, these students will need to be 
offered some form of incentive for participation. 
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not take this course. They should also be asked about their evaluation of the 

former English 110 students’ writing abilities. 

• “Experimental Group” – students taking English 110 during spring 201033 

The same qualitative measures that were employed during fall 2009 will be used with the 

spring 2010 English 110 students – surveys and interviews.  

Quantitative 

• “Experimental Group” 

 The same quantitative measures that were employed during fall 2009 will be used 

with the spring 2010 English 110 students – pre-test and post-test and scored 

portfolios. The same rubrics will be used 

 Grades and attrition rates (perhaps compared to fall ’08 101 & spring ’09 102?) 

will also be examined for the 2009-2010 academic year (both fall and spring 

semesters). These statistics should be accessible through the Office of 

Institutional Research.  

Long-term Goals34 

Phase 1 – Internal Assessment 

The department should continue the assessment measures that have been outlined in the above 

sections, tweaking them wherever improvements need to be made. In addition to continuing the 

                                                 
33 The spring 2010 assessment measures will not include a “control group”. 
 
 
34 This section of the framework will consist of more general comments regarding assessment 
measures. The department and those faculty and staff members directly involved in the 
assessment will definitely need to make changes to the assessment approach after the first year of 
evaluating English 110. 
 
 



   

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 126 
   

above measures, the department should also move towards an approach that evaluates writing 

instruction35.  

 One matter of particular significance is the efficacy and success of English 110’s fourth 

hour. As the use of this fourth hour is left to the discretion/creation of the individual instructors, 

it logically follows that several different approaches to this hour will be used. The department 

can create an assessment framework that evaluates this hour by both quantitative and qualitative 

measures. Regarding quantitative measures, grade outcomes, attrition rates, and student essays & 

portfolios can be used. Regarding qualitative measures, surveys, interviews, and instructor 

evaluations may be used. Therefore, many of the measures that are outlined above may be 

modified to accommodate an assessment of the use/delivery of the fourth hour in English 11036. 

 If it is possible, the department should continue to track the success of the first two 

sample sets of English 110 students (fall 2009 and spring 2010). The following qualitative and 

quantitative measures will provide for this “tracking” of student success: 

 Qualitative 

• English professors should be interviewed regarding the success of any of the students 

from the first two “experimental groups” of English 110. If possible, these professors 

should also be interviewed regarding the success of the “control group” students from fall 

2000 (if they have any of them in their classes). 

                                                 
35 See Appendix 8 for a sample rubric/checklist provided/used by USC to evaluate and observe 
First-Year Composition instructors. 
36 The Witte and Faigley text, Evaluating College Writing Programs could be helpful when 
devising this assessment framework. See their discussion of the University of California San 
Diego study (pgs 12-16) & The University of Texas study (pgs 21-34) for examples of 
assessment approaches that focused on differences in writing instruction. 
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• The English faculty should meet annually to discuss their perceived successes and 

failures of English 110. 

• Faculty members of other departments should be invited to discuss their opinions of the 

successes and failures of English 110, as well. This will give the department insight into 

how the course (and student writing) is perceived across-campus.  

 Quantitative 

• The “experimental group” and “control group” students (who are willing to participate) 

should provide the assessment researchers with a portfolio of at least five academic 

essays from a variety of classes. These portfolios should include an essay (perhaps the 

final assignment) from English 110 as well as essays from courses that they have taken 

during their subsequent years at the College of Charleston. Evaluating these portfolios, 

according to a rubric similar or identical to the one used in the English 110 portfolio 

evaluation, will allow the researchers to see how the students’ writing abilities have 

developed over time. The researchers will be able to see if the students are successful in 

accomplishing the goals of English 110 and how well the knowledge that they gained in 

the course has transferred into writing in their other courses. The researchers will also be 

able to, once again, compare the “experimental group” with the “control group”.  

Phase 2 – External Assessment (2012-2013 Academic Year) 

After English 110 has been in place and formally assessed for three years, the 

department/program should be prepared to receive an external assessment. This assessment could 

be conducted by a group of “authorities/experts” that is chosen by the department (as was the 

case with the 2007-2008 evaluation of the MA program in English), or it could be conducted by 

the WPA Council’s Consultant-Evaluators. Edward White and Laura Brady have both been 
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quoted in the Literature Review section of this report as saying that that the WPA consultant-

evaluator team is the best option for an external assessment. Dr. Christy Friend, Director of 

USC’s Freshman Writing Program, said in an interview that the WPA evaluation that USC 

recently underwent was “worth every penny” that they paid (Friend Interview) and Dr. Roberta 

Harvey of Rowan University also spoke highly of a WPA evaluation that her program underwent 

several years ago. This assessment option is unique in that it provides a detailed evaluation of the 

current program and a specific plan of action in the form of recommendations for the future as 

determined by “experts” in the field of Composition Studies. These “experts”, as stated in the 

literature review portion of this report, bring not only intensive training and professionalism, but 

also a national perspective to the assessment; the WPA consultant-evaluators are respected 

Composition scholars as well as WPAs at their home institutions. If the department/program has 

a budget that can afford the WPA Consultant-Evaluator assessment, then I would definitely 

recommend that it goes with this option. This assessment not only provides expert analysis of the 

program from an outside perspective, it also requires an in-depth self-study to be performed by 

the department/program in preparation for the evaluation. Please see Appendix 3 for specific 

information about the WPA Consultant-Evaluator assessment (taken directly from the Council of 

WPAs’ website). 

B. Plan of Action for Assessing Year I of English 110 

 The above framework outlines both short-term and long-term goals for assessing the 

English 110 curriculum. Though it would be ideal to begin working toward these goals during 

the fall 2009 semester, it is just not realistic to expect the department and First-Year Composition 

Committee (and whoever else is involved in the assessment) to be able to accomplish this work 

as they introduce and adjust to a new curriculum. With that having been said, it is, however, 
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essential to collect data from the first year of English 110’s implementation. The following 

recommendations constitute a baseline or plan of action for assessing the first year of English 

110 and gathering that valuable data. This plan of action is a modified version of the above 

assessment framework and should serve as a realistic set of expectations for the 2009-2010 

academic year (and most likely summer as well). After this work is accomplished, the 

department may decide, based on its findings, how it would like to continue its assessment work 

and which aspects of the above assessment framework it would like to incorporate in its future 

assessment initiatives. 

1. Comparative Analysis between English 110 and previous curriculum in the form of 

Matched-Paired essays 

- This analysis will examine similarities and differences in competencies that can be seen 

in the sample essays from English 110 and the sample essays from the previous 

curriculum. The specific competencies that the evaluators expect to be seen in the essays 

should be determined and agreed upon by the evaluator prior to the examination of the 

two sets of essays.  

- Two possible limitations of this analysis are 1) finding a prompt/assignment for English 

110 that will be similar enough to a prompt/assignment used in the previous curriculum 

and 2) finding enough faculty members who a) used comparable prompts/assignments in 

the previous curriculum and b) saved samples from those assignments in order to create a 

valid survey sample. This survey sample, however, does not need to be massive – 15-20 
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essays – and the if three faculty members can provide the essays, then the sample should 

be sufficient37. 

- In addition to these limitations, two variables must be noted and, hopefully controlled, 

when evaluating the essays – part of the semester in which the assignment is given and 

which course the previous assignment comes from (101 or 102 – preferably 101 for 

obvious reasons). 

2. Pre-test/Post-test Essays 

The Pre-test essay should be administered at the beginning of both the fall and spring 

semesters. This exercise could serve as the diagnostic essay that many Composition 

instructors already have their students write on the first day of class. If it is used as a 

diagnostic essay, it serves the purpose of informing both the individual instructors as well 

as those performing the assessment. The Post-test essay will be administered near the end 

of the fall and spring semesters.  

- In order to produce data that is as easy to compare as possible, the essay topic 

should be created by the committee conducting the assessment in collaboration 

with the English 110 instructors. 

- Both sets of essays will be evaluated according to a rubric developed by the 

committee in collaboration with the English 110 instructors. This rubric will be 

designed based on the goals of the English 110 curriculum38. 

                                                 
37 When this issue was brought up during a meeting, Dr. Warnick said that it should not be too 
difficult to find enough essays to form this sample, as he knew that he and at least two other 
Composition professors will be using a few assignments in their English 110 courses that are 
similar to the assignments that they used for the previous curriculum. 
38 See Appendix 7 for sample rubrics that were used/provided by Elon University and the 
University of Pittsburgh. 
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- Each instructor will evaluate his/her own students’ essays.  The essays will then 

be evaluated by a second reader (ideally another English 110 instructor). If there 

is great disparity between the scores, then a third reader will evaluate the essay.      

- The nature and difficulty of the two of assignments should be comparable in order 

to gather valid data. For example, if the Pre-test assignment is a summary and 

response essay, then it would be logical for the Post-test assignment to be a 

summary and response essay, as well. Using assignments that are comparable 

allows the raters to assess, as accurately as possible within the limits of this type 

of evaluation39, the amount of progress that a student has made over the course of 

the semester. 

- It is necessary for raters to remember that they must grade both essays with the 

same level of rigor. They must be careful, when rating the essays for the 

assessment, not to be more lenient on the Pre-test essays because they are given at 

the beginning of the semester before any instruction or work in the Composition 

classroom taken place. 

- In order to ensure that all raters are comfortable with assessing these essays, one 

or two brief (1-2 hour) training sessions will be given by the committee 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
39 This framework does recognize that it is impossible to ascertain the precise amount of 
improvement that a student has made in her writing by merely evaluating this exercise, as the 
nature of this assessment does not incorporate an important aspect of Composition pedagogy – 
the writing process. Obviously, this exercise does not allow for the various steps of the process 
such as brainstorming, outlining, revising, editing, peer review, etc. that are some of the core 
values of Composition pedagogy. It is, however, necessary to gather some form of qualitative 
data during this first year of assessing English 110, and this form of evaluation will look at the 
improvement that students have made in a very specific form of writing – the timed essay. 
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conducting the survey in collaboration with the Offices of Assessment & Planning 

and Institutional Research. During these sessions raters will be instructed on 

issues such as how to use the rubric to evaluate the essays and how to conduct and 

participate in norming sessions (if they are needed). 

3. Quantitative Data on Grade Outcomes 

The Office of Institutional Research can provide the committee with comparative 

analysis of the grade outcomes of for example, fall 2008 and fall 2009. This information 

will be helpful in analyzing how the new curriculum compares to the previous curriculum 

regarding student grades. 

4. Quantitative Data on Student Attrition Rates 

The Office of Institutional Research can provide the committee with comparative 

analysis of the attrition rates of for example, fall 2008 and fall 2009. This data will be 

helpful in analyzing how the attrition rate of the previous curriculum compares to the 

attrition rate of the revised curriculum. The data may then be used in collaboration with 

the qualitative data collected from the student survey and focus groups in order to 

ascertain how the students feel about and have responded to the revised curriculum 

(particularly, perhaps, the 4th hour of English 110 and its implementation). 

5. Qualitative Survey 

At the beginning of the semester students should be given a handout that clearly states the 

goals of English 110. Instructors should be encouraged to go over these goals with the 

students to ensure that both instructor and student are completely clear on what to expect 

in English 110. At the end of the semester student surveys should be given to the 

students. These surveys, developed by the First-Year Composition Committee and 
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approved by the instructors of English 110, should ask the students questions regarding 

how well the course has accomplished its proposed goals. The questions on this survey 

should relate solely to the course curriculum/nature of the course. Students will have a 

chance to evaluate their instructors in the end-of-semester course evaluations that are 

managed by AAPA. Though students will not be asked specifically about their teachers’ 

strengths and weaknesses, the survey will ask for information regarding the type of 

instruction that was delivered during the semester (as well as instructor name & section 

number), number and nature of written assignments, and specific texts that were required. 

These surveys may also ask how the 4th hour was used during the semester and how 

effective it has been for improving writing & supplementing the 110 lecture40. 

6. Student Focus Groups 

Each instructor should choose 1 student to participate in an interview with a committee 

that consists of members of the First-Year Composition Committee and faculty members 

who are participating in the assessment. These interviews will supplement the student 

surveys and will, similarly, ask questions regarding the curriculum/nature of the course. 

As there are 31 sections of English 110 being offered this fall41, it would be more time 

efficient to place students in groups of four or five for these interviews, as opposed to 

conducting individual interviews with each student. Depending on how many 

interviewers are participating, it may be arranged that students are not interviewed by 

their English 110 instructors. As these interviews will focus on the strengths and 

                                                 
40 See Appendix 7 for survey sample questions developed at Elon University.  
41 This framework is not accounting for the English 110 Learning Communities courses, but they 
it can certainly be modified to include those courses. As I do not know enough about the nature 
of these courses, I did not feel comfortable including them in these recommendations. 
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weaknesses of the course curriculum, and not on the personality and strengths and 

weaknesses of the instructors, it is possible to have instructors interviewing their own 

students (this is, however, not the ideal option). These interviews should give the students 

more of a chance to tell the committee about their experience with the English 110 

curriculum. Questions, much like the survey, will ask students about how well the 

composition course has helped to improve their writing as well as how effective the 4th 

hour has been for improving writing & supplementing the 110 lecture.  

7. Clerical Assistance  

The committee running the assessment should have some form of clerical assistance, as 

the committee will most likely be run by Composition instructors who are implementing 

the new curriculum and may be experiencing an increased load due to this curricular 

change. This assistance could come in the form of either another graduate assistant or an 

part-time temporary employee who carries the work of this report into the 

implementation phase. If this work is given to a graduate assistant, then that person 

should report directly to Dr. Chris Warnick. As this report consumed a significant amount 

of time, it would be helpful for this person to continue this work for the duration of the 

academic year (as opposed to one student working on it in the spring and a different 

student working on it in the fall). One final recommendation regarding time and this 

project – I know that this could be difficult, but it is my recommendation that this be the 

sole responsibility for a graduate assistant if it is given to a student. If it is too difficult to 

work this out for one student, then I would recommend having a part-time employee 

work on the project (as it could take at least 15-20 hours of work a week). 
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Appendix 1 – A Few Notes on Best Practices for Writing Programs 

When discussing writing program assessment, it would be beneficial to provide a very 

brief summary of scholarship regarding just a few of the aspects that characterize an effective 

writing program/curriculum. Edward M. White explores this issue in depth in his Developing 

Successful College Writing Programs (1989). White divides his book into three sections: 

“Examining the Current Status of Writing Instruction;” “Providing a Basis for Effective Writing 

Programs;” and “Organizational, Staffing, and Teacher Development Strategies,” (ix-x). In his 

chapter entitled “Establishing an Effective Writing Program on Campus”(third section) he 

explains that “college and university programs usually develop organically; they are not so much 

planned or organized as inherited” (136). As a result of this inheritance, writing program 

directors, WPAs, or, whoever it is that guides the Freshman English curriculum, face a unique 

set of problems and resistance when attempting to develop a program or revise the current 

curriculum that has been in place for several years. Due to this resistance, it is necessary to have 

not only a strong writing program administrator, but a “powerful ally in the administrative 

structure – someone in central administration with direct responsibility for writing,” as well 

(137). He develops this idea further saying, “the most effective plan is often the simplest: an 

existing office inside the power structure of the university should assume administrative 

responsibility for the entire writing program, in support of the WPA” (138). Having upper-level 

administrative support would assist the WPA or director in preparing the “campus climate” for 

either the introduction of a writing program, or for the evolution of a current, ineffective writing 

program. Both situations may lead to a complex political labyrinth that the WPA must cautiously 

navigate, and having administrative backup may make this process much easier to handle.  
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 In addition to having strong leadership and administrative support, one of the central 

necessities of a successful writing program is a “clear statement of the philosophy and goals” 

(139).  White directly links the process of creating a philosophy and goals statement with 

program assessment. Before developing a thorough goals statement it is first necessary for 

faculty and administration to assess their current program or curriculum in order to understand 

the state of the current program regarding its goals and weaknesses, and how may these 

structures that are currently in place be progressively and positively modified (139). Going 

through the process of this “self-assessment” is as beneficial and vital as ultimately adopting the 

statement. In a later article, “The Rhetorical Problem of Program Evaluation and the WPA,” 

which will be referenced several times throughout the discussion of program assessment, White 

continues to emphasize the importance of a goals statement, arguing that a well-written and well-

circulated goal statement is a writing program’s “first line of defense against reductionism as 

well as an indication of what a responsible program evaluation should ascertain” (137).  In this 

situation, the statement needs to have been “systematically developed” with the support and 

collaboration of composition faculty as well as other Department of English faculty members 

(137). In addition to this requirement, the statement should be well-circulated among the student 

population, as it most directly affects the students and their university writing experience (137). 

A program’s success relies on its faculty members’ understanding and fully supporting its goals 

and philosophy. This faculty “buy in” leads to a uniformed student experience regarding the 

quality of instruction that is received as well as the fulfillment of expectations based on the goals 

statement. This situation does, however, still leave room for innovation and creativity within 

individual classrooms among various instructors.                                                                                
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Clearly, there are several aspects of a successful writing program that are not covered in 

this brief summary, but the characteristics mentioned above were chosen, as they are linked very 

closely with program assessment and evaluation. 
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Appendix 2 – Edward White’s “Guidelines for Self-Study to Precede a Writing Program 

Evaluation”* 

*As noted in the introductory paragraph to these guidelines, this document is intended for a self-study to be conducted by the 
department before a team of external reviewers arrives for an on-campus visit. I decided to include this information because it has 
insightful advice on evaluating a program that can be used for an internal assessment. The following pages are taken from 
White’s Developing Successful College Writing Programs pgs. 209-216. 
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Appendix 3 – WPA Consultant-Evaluator Information** 

WPA Consultant-Evaluator Service for Writing Programs 
The WPA consultant-evaluator service helps colleges and universities develop and assess their writing 

programs. Operating on a method similar to regional accreditation agencies, WPA evaluations have 

several stages. WPA requests a written program self-study, sends a team of two trained consultant-

evaluators to campus for interviews and on-site evaluation, and then compiles a final report. A six-

month follow-up report from the campus completes the process. 

WPA consultant-evaluators are leaders in the field of composition. They come from four-year colleges, 

community colleges, and universities. All are experienced writing program administrators with a 

national perspective on composition teaching and program administering. As evaluators, their primary 

goal is to determine a program's unique strengths and weaknesses, not to transform all writing 

programs into clones of their own. They recognize that every program must retain its individual 

character, serve a particular community, and solve special problems. 

Institutions pay $3000 to cover honoraria for consultant-evaluators, a $250 administrative fee, and 

transportation and other related, appropriate expenses. 

Applications for the service should be initiated 3 months before consultant-evaluators visit a campus. 

WPAs, department chairs, or college administrators may apply to: 

Dr. Deborah H. Holdstein 

Dean, School of Liberal Arts and Sciences 

Consultant-Evaluator Service/CWPA 

Columbia College Chicago 

33 E. Congress, Chicago 60605  

Phone: 312.344.8219 

dholdstein@colum.edu 

 

** This information is taken directly from the WPA Consultant-Evaluator webpage on May 5, 
2009. 
http://www.wpacouncil.org/consultant
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Appendix 4 – Goals of First-Year Composition* 

By the end of English 110, students should 
 
Process  
• Understand a writing assignment as a series of tasks, including invention, drafting, revising, 

and editing  
• Shape a written work according to the requirements of purpose, genre, occasion, and 

audience 
• Construct an effective argument using appropriate evidence 
• Understand conventions of academic writing 
• Document work appropriately 
• Follow the conventions of standard American English 
 
Reading and Research 
• Develop skills for studying college-level essays and academic articles 
• Develop skills for summarizing and paraphrasing college-level essays and academic articles 
• Evaluate, analyze, and synthesize appropriate primary and secondary sources 
• Integrate their ideas with the ideas of others effectively 
 
Rhetorical Analysis 
• Understand how a text is shaped according to the requirements of purpose, genre, occasion, 

and audience 
• Understand the difference between summary and analysis 
• Evaluate the persuasiveness of a text’s argument 

 
 

* This document was provided by Dr. Chris Warnick, Director of First-Year Composition 
Committee on April 1, 2009.  
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Appendix 5 – Common Expectations for English 110 Sections Taught in Fall 09* 

Learning experiences for all 110 students should include: 
 

• Reading assignments that model the argumentative and persuasive strategies students will 
be expected to produce in their writing (although instructors may assign other types of 
texts to accompany these reading assignments) 

• Frequent opportunities to discuss the assigned readings and to learn how to analyze and 
interpret college-level texts 

• Reading and writing tasks that are sequenced in a way that enables students to build on 
prior learning  

• One or more opportunities to work on a writing project in stages over a period of several 
weeks, with instructor feedback on the work in progress 

• Multiple individual or small-group conferences with professor about their work in 
progress (a minimum of 3 per semester) 

• Guided practice in locating and evaluating research material available through our library 
• Explicit instruction in writing that students can apply to their own work in progress 

(instruction may cover such skills as paragraph development, citation, creating a thesis 
statement, editing, etc.); lessons may be delivered by the instructor during class, by 
another person leading a public workshop outside of class, or both 

• One or more opportunities to review the work of other students and to learn how to offer 
constructive feedback 

• One or more opportunities to reflect on their learning during the semester, whether in or 
out of the classroom, and to formulate strategies for their own continued success  

 
Many kinds of course design may provide these experiences to students. The FYW committee 
will provide several sample syllabi as examples. 
 
All 110 students should be required to produce the following during the semester:  
 

• Summary of an intellectually challenging essay or article 
• Analysis of at least one such essay or article 
• Synthesizing text that incorporates material from several secondary sources as part of an 

argument 
• Appropriate documentation of the work of others within their own work 
• Formative writing (e.g., “writing to learn” work, or work that is part of a process) 
• A total of 20 pages of graded writing 

Many combinations of assignments can successfully incorporate these requirements; for 
example, a summary may be done as a formal assignment or as part of a larger project. A 
synthesizing essay might require students to use materials from a casebook of sources, or it 
might require them to do their own library research; this text could be an argument, a report, or 
some other form of writing, and could also be presented in a medium other than the traditional 
written essay. 
*This document was provided by Dr. Chris Warnick, Director of the First-Year Composition 
Committee on May 10, 2009.



COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 148 
 

 
 
 



   

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 149 
   

Appendix 6 - Sample Student Survey (Elon University)* 
 
How well were the Course Objectives explained to you at the beginning of the term? 
They were 
never 
explained 

Briefly 
explained 

Fairly well 
explained 

Very well 
explained 

Total 
Responses 

 
How often did you engage in invention strategies (i.e. – clustering, freewriting, tagmemics, listing, 
brainstorming, etc.) both in and outside of your ENG 110 class this semester? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
How often did you engage in drafting strategies (i.e. – writing a workable plan, writing an outline, writing 
one or more rough drafts, overcoming procrastination, organizing and developing ideas, paragraph 
development, etc.) both in and outside of your ENG 110 class this semester? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
How often do you engage in revising strategies (i.e. – identifying features that require revision, writing a 
revision plan, developing a way to deal with responses from peers or writing center consultants, 
highlighting different sections/topics…) both in and outside of your ENG 110 class this semester? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
How often did you engage in peer-response both in and outside of your ENG 110 class this semester? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
How often did you engage in editing strategies (identifying features that require editing, practicing 
different editing strategies, etc.) both in and outside of your ENG 110 class this semester? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
How often did you write argumentative papers, assignments, or activities? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
How often did you write papers, assignments, or activities that required research (library, database, 
interviews, etc.)? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
How often did you write papers, assignments, or activities that required you to use documentation suited 
to audience, purpose, and context (i.e. – MLA, APA, in-text citations, Bibliographies, Works Cited)? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
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How often did you produce texts or engage in activities that helped you develop an awareness that writing 
expectations and conventions vary within the academy and in professional and public discourse? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
How often were the Course Objectives emphasized throughout the term? 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Often Total 

Responses 
 
Invention Strategies Practiced: Brainstorming 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Invention Strategies Practiced: Clustering 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Invention Strategies Practiced: Freewriting 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Invention Strategies Practiced: Considering your subject from particle, wave, and field perspectives 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Invention Strategies Practiced: Outlining 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Invention Strategies Practiced: Listing 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Drafting Strategies Practiced: Writing a workable plan 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Drafting Strategies Practiced: Writing an outline 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Drafting Strategies Practiced: Writing one or more rough drafts 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
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Drafting Strategies Practiced: Overcoming Procrastination 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Drafting Strategies Practiced: Organizing and Developing Ideas 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Drafting Strategies Practiced: Developing Paragraphs 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Revising Strategies Practiced: Identifying features that require revision 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Revising Strategies Practiced: Writing a revision plan 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Revising Strategies Practiced: Visiting the Writing Center as a Requirement 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Revising Strategies Practiced: Visiting the Writing Center on your own 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Revising Strategies Practiced: Reading paper out loud 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Revising Strategies Practiced: Developing a strategy for incorporating responses from peers or writing 
center consultants 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Revising Strategies Practiced: Highlighting specific sections/topics in a text with different colors 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Revising Strategies Practiced: Participating in peer-response 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
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Peer-Response Activities Practiced: Discussed how to give peers useful responses 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Peer-Response Activities Practiced: Read peer’s paper and responded to questions asked by peer 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Peer-Response Activities Practiced: Read peer’s paper and responded to questions given to you by 
instructor 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Peer-Response Activities Practiced: Read and responded to a peer’s paper digitally/online 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Editing Strategies Practiced: Identifying weaknesses in your own writing that often require editing 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Editing Strategies Practiced: Editing sentences for clarity of meaning 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Editing Strategies Practiced: Editing sentences for readability 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Editing Strategies Practiced: Editing sentences for conciseness 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Editing Strategies Practiced: Editing grammar 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Editing Strategies Practiced: Editing punctuation 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
Editing Strategies Practiced: Editing diction (word choice) 
Never Very Little Some Quite a bit Very Much Total 

Responses 
 
*This document was provided by Dr. Jessie Moore, Director of First-Year Writing at Elon 
University on February 25, 2009. 
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Appendix 7 – Sample Assessment Rubrics 
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**Document provided on February 25, 2009. 
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B. University of Pittsburgh 

The following documents were distributed during a panel presentation at the Conference on College Composition 
and Communication on March 14, 2009 by Dr. Nick Cole, Director of the Composition Program at the University of 
Pittsburgh,; Dr. Jean Grace, Director of the Public and Professional Writing Program at the University of Pittsburgh; 
and Dr. Beth Matway, Chair of the College Writing Board at the University of Pittsburgh. The title of the panel was 
Outcomes Assessment and the Intellectual Work of Composition: Engaging the Contradictions. Dr. Chris Warnick 
of the Department of English attended the panel presentation and provided me with these documents. 
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Appendix 8 – Sample Instructor Evaluation/Observation Rubric/Checklist (USC)* 

Guidelines for Classroom Observers 
First-Year English Committee 

2008-2009 
 

Thank you for agreeing to observe English 101 and 102 instructors’ classes this year. These observations 
provide an invaluable service to the First-Year English program.  It’s a huge undertaking to visit the 
classrooms of more than 100 teachers each year, and we couldn’t do it without your help.  Your reports 
and observations help us to maintain general consistency across class sections and help instructors to 
build a file that documents their teaching performance. Your comments also help us to identify instructors 
who excel and those who may need additional mentoring. 
________________________________________________________________________ 

The Observation Process 
 

1. You will receive a list of 2-4 instructors to observe, along with contact information. Please email 
each instructor and ask him or her to suggest several class times that would be workable, then 
choose the session that’s most convenient for you. Please let the instructor know at least 48 hours 
in advance of your planned visit that you’ll be coming. We recommend that you request a copy of 
the course syllabus, so that you can see how the day’s activities fit into the larger plan for the 
class. (The general course descriptions for English 101 and 102 are attached to this sheet, for your 
reference.) 

2. Please arrive at the classroom on time and stay for the full session.  TAs are sometimes nervous 
about these visits, and unexpected interruptions can fluster them. 

3. Please record your observations and comments about the class on the Classroom Observation 
form (see attached) and send the completed form to Christy Friend (cc: Elizabeth Smith) either 
via email or campus mail. If you have additional comments that don’t fit on the sheet, feel free to 
attach additional pages. 

4. If you have serious concerns about a class or instructor, please get in touch with Christy Friend or 
Elizabeth Smith so that we can follow up and address any problems.  If you see an exceptionally 
good class, let us know that too, and please consider nominating that instructor next spring for 
one of the First-Year English teaching awards. 

5. If you have trouble contacting an instructor or setting up an observation time, please contact 
Christy Friend or Elizabeth Smith. 

 
Finally, a note on mentoring:  While it’s certainly not mandatory, we encourage and appreciate any 
informal mentoring you can provide to the instructors you observe, many of whom are relatively new 
to teaching.  Most instructors will welcome an opportunity to chat with you informally for a few 
minutes after the classroom visit; they will value and learn from specific praise, suggestions, or 
resources you can offer. 
 
Again, thanks for your help with this process and please email Christy Friend 
(chfriend@mailbox.sc.edu) or Elizabeth Smith (elsmith@mailbox.sc.edu) with any questions or 
concerns. 
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1. COURSE DESCRIPTIONS 

2. (From the First-Year English Web page, 
<http://www.cas.sc.edu/engl/fye/engl_101.html>) 

English 101: Critical Reading and Composition  

English 101 is designed to offer you structured, sustained practice in critical reading, analysis and 
composing. During the semester, you will read a range of challenging, linguistically rich texts in a variety 
of genres – which could include academic, literary, rhetorical, cultural, and multimedia works – and write 
expository and analytical essays in response to them. Through these reading and writing assignments, 
you will explore the interconnectedness of reading and writing, and you will learn how to use both reading 
and writing as venues for inquiry, learning, thinking, interpretation, and communication. The course will 
provide instruction and individualized feedback to help you advance as a careful, thoughtful reader and as 
an effective writer. 
 

While individual sections will vary in emphasis, topics, and particular assignments, all sections of 101 
share some common goals. No matter who your instructor is, during the semester you should 

• Encounter a variety of challenging texts representing a range of literary and non-literary genres.  
• Learn and practice strategies for reading carefully, closely, and critically.  
• Work through a full range of writing processes – including invention, planning, drafting, revision, and 

editing – in order to produce effective college-level essays.  
• Develop, organize, and produce effective expository and analytical essays. 
• Become acquainted with conventions for summarizing, paraphrasing, and documenting reading material in 

accordance with MLA guidelines.  
• Develop a clear, effective writing style, free of major errors, and appropriate for academic audiences.  

You will learn these skills not by listening to your instructor lecture about them, but through frequent and 
intensive practice. The sequence of carefully planned activities challenges you to improve your abilities 
with every new task. It is also designed to prepare you for English 102 and for other classes and 
situations that require writing. While different sections of English 101 incorporate different activities and 
topics, you should expect to do most or all of the following:  

• Compose frequent short pieces that reinforce close, critical reading processes and thoughtful composing 
processes. Short assignments will give you a range of opportunities to compose both informal and formal 
documents and to write during class time and outside of class. Short assignments will ideally lead up to 
longer essays. (Examples: summaries, reading responses, critical and analytical exercises, invention 
exercises, topic proposals, responses to discussion or reading questions, peer critiques, free writing, group 
exercises.) 

• Compose 4-5 longer essays that include: an analytical essay that develops a close reading of a text; a 
second analytical essay focused on a text that differs from the first in genre, medium, or both; an essay that 
considers two texts in relation to each other (for example, an essay that applies the arguments or 
interpretive framework from a critical essay to a literary text; or a comparative analysis of two different 
texts that tell the same story); an essay that draws on contextual material (historical, biographical, or 
cultural information) to analyze a text. 

• Submit and receive feedback on prewriting materials early in the process of developing an essay. 
• Participate in peer revision activities and incorporate peer feedback before submitting final versions of the 

essays. 
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3. English 102: Composition and Literature (Fall 2008 only) 

English 102 is designed to help you learn to read literature with insight and to write arguments about 
literature with skill and understanding. The course will provide you with additional instruction and 
individualized feedback to help you advance as an effective writer and as a careful and thoughtful reader 
and researcher. Since English 101 is a prerequisite for this course, you will be asked to apply the critical 
reading and argumentative skills you learned in your 101 course to literature. Therefore, the two courses 
not only complement each other but also build on one another. 

Reading works of literature is a vital part of your university education and your preparation for responsible 
civic life. Such study awakens you to the usages of language, the structure of texts, the ideas that shape 
our culture, and the interrelationship between ideas and language. Thinking critically about literary works 
and writing about them make you a part of the world of ideas.  

Because the concepts, techniques, and vocabulary of literary criticism can aid in the analysis of other 
texts, reading and writing about literature also increases your power to analyze written language generally 
and to use language more effectively yourself. With this in mind, we have structured English 102 to help 
you: 

• Continue to improve your writing so that it is informed, clear, organized, and persuasive. 
• Improve your writing process so it enables you to produce effective college-level essays. 
• Learn strategies for reading literature carefully, thoughtfully, and sensitively. 
• Learn to write and document well-thought-out papers. 

Although the specific assignments in English 102 will vary from section to section, the assignments you 
complete will be similar to English 101 but will emphasize literary topics and genres. You will be 
introduced to various interesting and important critical theories and approaches, such as reader 
response, historical and biographical criticism, and political criticism. To achieve these goals, English 102 
includes instruction and assignments that will require you to: 

• Read literature critically. 
• Develop an appropriate vocabulary for analyzing and describing literature and other texts. 
• Analyze and evaluate theme, structure, and style in a variety of literary texts. 
• Generate ideas for writing based on critical and personal responses to literature. 
• Consider the presentation and implications of race, class, gender, and sexuality in texts. 
• Explore the biography of authors and the cultural contexts in which they wrote. 
• Compare and contrast different texts. 
• Improve the reading and writing skills developed in English 101. 

The written assignments will require you to analyze literary works and other material and to use your 
analyses effectively in your papers. The literature you’ll read will include a variety of works from several 
genres, such as the short story, poetry, drama, and, perhaps, the novel. They may also include literary 
criticism, historical works, and nonfiction.  

As you write on the assigned selections, you will be expected to incorporate appropriate, well-
documented evidence from printed sources into your papers. In analyzing and writing about literary texts 
and topics, you will also be expected to draw upon the concepts and rhetorical/critical vocabulary you 
acquired in English 101. 
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4. English 102: Rhetoric and Composition (Spring 2009 and after) 
English 102 is designed to build on English 101 to help prepare you for the writing you will do in future college 
courses and beyond. While English 101 honed your ability to critically read and closely analyze texts, English 102 
emphasizes helping you to write well-reasoned argumentative papers that draw on multiple sources and viewpoints. 
During the semester, you will learn to identify the elements of an effective argument, and then you’ll apply those 
principles in composing researched essays about academic and public issues.  This course will also strengthen your 
information literacy skills, by teaching you strategies for finding, assessing, using, citing, and documenting source 
materials.  
 
You’ll learn these skills not by listening to your instructor lecture about them, but through frequent and intensive 
practice. The sequence of carefully planned activities will challenge you to improve your abilities with every new 
task, and to engage in substantive, constructive exchanges with your classmates and instructor about your work. By 
the end of the term, you should feel more confident about your ability to write about academic and public topics 
rigorously, responsibly, and articulately. 
 
Learning Outcomes 
While individual instructors’ syllabi will vary somewhat, all sections of 102 share some common goals. In English 
102, you will 

• Learn rhetorical concepts and terms that will enable them to identify and analyze the elements of an 
effective argument. 

• Write papers on a variety of academic and/or public topics, each tailored appropriately to its audience and 
purpose.  

• Craft responsible arguments that articulate a central claim (thesis), draw on credible supporting evidence, 
and effectively address opposing viewpoints.  

• Do research to find, assess, and use appropriate supporting materials from the university libraries, the 
Internet, and other sources. 

• Effectively integrate material from research into their papers via summary, paraphrase, and quotation.  
• Document source materials correctly using MLA style and understand basic principles of academic 

integrity.  
• Work through a full range of writing processes—including invention, planning, drafting, revision, and 

editing—in order to produce effective college-level essays; 
• Work with classmates to share ideas and critique each other’s work in progress. 
• Develop a clean, effective writing style, free of major errors, and adapt it to a variety of rhetorical 

situations.  
 
You’ll work towards these goals as you compose 4-5 essays, including rhetorical analyses and arguments—in 
addition to frequent shorter pieces.  Most of your major essays will incorporate outside research, and you’ll be 
expected to revise and polish each in response to feedback from your instructor and/or classmates.  By the end of the 
semester, you should have a general understanding of how effective arguments work, so that you can recognize 
irresponsible versus sound arguments when you encounter them in their reading and research and so that you can 
apply these principles to your own writing. 
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Classroom Observation Summary 

 
Instructor’s Name:    Observer: 
 
Course/Section:     Course Date/Time: 
 
# of Students Present:    # of Students who Spoke in Class: 
 
# of Students Enrolled in Section:  Semester:  
________________________________________________________________________ 
Summary: 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
____ The content material and activities used in the class were consistent with the focus and goals of the course, as 
defined by the First-Year English Program and stated in the university course descriptions.  
 
____ The instructor provided a clear opening for the class and clearly stated goals for the day. 
 
_____ The instructor demonstrated that s/he was well-prepared for class. 
 
____ The activities (discussion, group work, writing exercises, lecture, etc.) were well-planned, well-organized, and 
helped students work towards class goals. 
 
____ If collaborative activities were used, the instructor kept students on task and provided appropriate follow up. 
(Please note N/A if no group work was used). 
 
____ The instructor demonstrated good rapport with students. 
 
____ The instructor provided clear instructions to students. 
 
____ The instructor communicated comfortably and effectively when in front of the class. 
 
____ The instructor effectively and appropriately responded to student questions and comments. 
 
_____ Students actively engaged in class activities (discussion, group work, writing exercises, lecture, etc.). 
 
____ The instructor provided a clear conclusion for the class, contextualizing the day’s activities in the larger 
context of the course. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Additional Comments 

*This document was provided by Dr. Christy Friend, Director of the First-Year English Program 
at USC on April 13, 2009. 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT C1:  HISTORY DEPARTMENT PROPOSAL 
 
March 24, 2009 
 
To: General Education Committee 
From: History Department 
 
Subject: History General Education Proposal 
 
We seek your committee’s approval of our proposal to modify the current General Education 
requirement, which is in Competency III.1 “Knowledge of Human History.” Competency III.1 is 
currently satisfied by either the History 101-102 or History 103-104 sequence. We seek to re-title 
the categories “Pre-Modern History” and “Modern History,” using the exact language approved 
by the Faculty Senate in 2007-2008 during its discussion about the General Education proposal. 
The language that emerged out of that discussion divided Competency III.1 into 3 parts: the 
“Requirement,” the “Defining Characteristics,” and the “Approval Criteria.” In all three of these 
sections, we have retained the exact wording approved by the Faculty Senate in 2007-2008. 
 
The “Requirement” is as follows: 
1) Students must complete two approved courses. 
2) Students must select two courses that, together, cover both eras of human history (pre-modern 
and modern). Courses will be tagged to indicate which eras they cover. 
 
The “Defining Characteristics” are as follows: 
1) Develop knowledge of the history of human civilizations, societies, and cultures and an 
awareness of the historical experience through the study of the political, social, cultural, and 
intellectual aspects of pre-modern and modern eras. 
2) Learn how to situate primary historical records in their contexts and use these sources to 
construct historical arguments. 
3) Critically appreciate earlier eras of the human past so as to gain a greater understanding of the 
contemporary world. 
 
The “Approval Criteria” are as follows: 
1) Develop students’ knowledge of the history of human civilizations, societies, and cultures and 
an awareness of historical experience through the study of the political, social, cultural, and 
intellectual aspects of selected eras of human history. 
2) Teach students how to situate primary historical records in their contexts and use these 
sources to construct historical arguments. 
3) Enable students to critically appreciate earlier eras of the human past so as to gain a greater 
understanding of the contemporary world. 
4) Approved courses will cover substantial historical developments and periods within the pre-
modern and modern periods, rather than only specific episodes. 
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The changes that will result can be summarized as follows: 
1) History 101 (Europe to 1715) and History 103 (World History to 1500) will satisfy the 
requirement in Pre-Modern History. History 102 (Europe since 1715) and History 104 (World 
History since 1500) will satisfy the requirement in Modern History. The History department will 
review and revise its History 101-104 courses and submit them to the General Education 
committee. 
2) Students will not be required to fulfill the “Knowledge of Human History” requirement in 
sequenced courses; that is, students may register and complete a modern history course before 
they register for a pre-modern history course. 
3) Departments may seek to have courses approved that will meet the “defining characteristics” 
and “approval criteria” in order to satisfy the Competency III.1 “Knowledge of Human History.” 
4) The History department will develop an assessment tool for these courses that adheres to best 
practices in the historical profession. 
 
Proposed policy on Transfer Credit to Satisfy the College of Charleston’s General 
Education “Knowledge of Human History” requirement: 
1) History 101-104 will continue to be recognized for purposes of transfer credit, in accordance 
with CHE state articulation agreements and policies regarding AP and IB credit as follows: 
2) History 101 or 103 from SC public institution (Grade of C or better will earn 3 credit hours 
and satisfy the premodern history requirement). 
3) History 102 or 104 from SC public institution (Grade of C or better will earn 3 credit hours 
and satisfy the modern history requirement). 
4) 3 or 4 on AP European history (Student earns 3 credit hours and satisfies the modern history 
requirement). 
5) 3 or 4 on AP World history (Student earns 3 credit hours and satisfies the modern history 
requirement). 
6) 5 on AP European or World history (Student earns 6 credit hours and satisfies the pre-modern 
and modern history requirements). 
7) 4 or better on IB History exam (4 or 5 earns 3 credit hours and satisfies the modern history 
requirement; 6 or 7 earns 6 credit hours and satisfies the pre-modern and modern history 
requirement). 
 
In addition, the History department will be happy to provide assistance to the General Education 
committee in determining courses that will satisfy the “Knowledge of Human History” 
requirement. It is expected that every course that satisfies the “Knowledge of Human History” 
requirement will provide a detailed explanation in its course syllabus of how the course fulfills 
the “defining characteristics” and “approval criteria.” 
 
Timetable: 
The Registrar will not enter courses that will fulfill the “Knowledge of Human History” criteria 
until fall semester 2010, in order to allow the relevant offices to prepare for these changes. Thus, 
prospective courses may be submitted to the General Education committee in fall 2009 and 
thereafter for approval. 
 



   

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 169 
   

Rationale: 
Modifying the requirements for Competency III.1 “Knowledge of Human History,” by adopting 
the language approved during the Faculty Senate’s 2007-2008 review of the College’s General 
Education program, will provide several important benefits for our students and faculty. By 
allowing faculty from a range of departments to offer courses that fulfill the “Knowledge of 
Human History” requirement, students will be exposed to a broader range of historical topics, 
enriching their General Education experience. 
At the same time, the proposed change will allow the History department to reduce its use of 
adjunct faculty and facilitate increased involvement by its roster faculty in teaching non-
departmental courses, including First-Year Experience courses. 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT C2:  COURSES WHICH SATISFY THE NEW HISTORY REQUIREMENT 

 

HISTORY REQUIREMENT: Approved Courses 

(Effective Undergraduate Catalog 2009-2010) 
History requirement: six semester hours. Complete one course in pre-modern history and one course in modern history 
from the list of approved courses satisfying the history requirement. The two courses do not have to be taken from the 
same department or in sequence. 

Pre-Modern Era 

HIST 101 The Rise of European Civilization 

HIST 103 World History to 1500 

JWST 210 Jewish History I: Ancient to Modern 

HONS 120 Honors Western Civilization 

  

Modern Era 

HIST 102 Modern Europe 

HIST 104 World History Since 1500 

JWST 215 Jewish History II: Modern to Present 

HONS 130 Honors Western Civilization 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT C3:  THE FACULTY SENATE MINUTES FOR APRIL 7, 2009 (RELEVANT 
SECTIONS ONLY) 
 

Minutes of the Faculty Senate Meeting, 7 April 2009 
 
The Faculty Senate met on Tuesday, 7 April 2009, at 5:00 P.M. in Wachovia Auditorium.  After 
Speaker Joe Kelly called the meeting to order, the minutes of the Faculty Senate meeting on 10 
March 2009 were approved. 
 
Mr. Starr introduced the following motion:  
 

History 
 

Proposal to change departmental distribution requirement in history to a goal-based, 
history requirement. 

 
Referring to a document submitted by the History Department and titled “Memo to Gen-Ed 
Committee”(available on the Faculty Senate Web site), which lays out the details of the proposal, 
Mr. Starr explained that the proposal is designed to meet Gen-Ed Competency III.1 (“Knowledge 
of Human History”) and would require students to take two courses that together cover two 
broad historical periods:  pre-modern and modern.  As the document explains, the existing 
history courses that satisfy the current Gen-Ed history requirement would meet the proposed 
departmental distributional requirement (HIST 101 and 103 would cover the pre-modern period, 
and HIST 102 and 104 would cover the modern period).  However, the proposal would also 
make it possible for new courses to be developed by the History Department and other 
departments to satisfy Competency III.1. He also pointed out that, in contrast to the current Gen-
Ed history requirement, there was no prescribed sequence in which the historical periods had to 
be covered (e.g., one could take HIST 104 and then HIST 101 to meet the goal.) 
 
Bill Olejniczak (guest and chair of the History Department) said that he would like a Senator to 
delete the references to AP credit in the document submitted by the History Department.  He 
explained that in conversations with the Registrar it became clear that the scheme in the 
document that outlines how to handle AP credit with respect to the Gen-Ed History Goal would 
have to be revised.  Mr. Starr said that such a motion was not necessary and that that issue could 
be worked out later between the History Department and the Registrar. 
 
Mr. Olejniczak said that he also wished to provide some context for the proposal by mentioning 
that it is the product of last year’s Gen-Ed discussion, and that he wanted to make clear that he 
would work with the Registrar in dealing with the details of implementing the proposed Gen-Ed 
requirement, which would probably happen in fall 2010. 
 
Deanna Caveny (at-large) asked about item #4 in the document under the heading of “The 
Changes that will result,” which speaks about an assessment tool.  She wished to know if this 
would be something that the Gen-Ed Committee would be using.  Claire Curtis (Political Science  
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and a member of the Gen-Ed Committee) replied that since the College must assess its courses in 
order to be re-accredited by SACS, the History Department will develop an assessment tool to 
see if the history courses are meeting Gen-Ed Competency III.3 so that the College can say to 
SACS that it is fulfilling its assessment obligations for re-accreditation.  Ms. Caveny also asked 
if other departments will use the assessment tool, and Ms. Curtis responded that it could be 
shared with other departments.  Mr. Starr added that the assessment tool could also be used to 
help vet new proposed courses that seek to satisfy the Gen-Ed History Goal. 
 
Ms. Caveny also asked about whether the Gen-Ed Committee would consult with departments in 
its deliberations, and noted that there is no requirement that the committee do so as there is with 
the Faculty Curriculum Committee.  Ms. Curtis said that she could not imagine that the Gen-Ed 
Committee would not consult with departments that are affected by Gen-Ed proposals, and gave 
assurances that the practice of consultation would continue.  Mr. Olejniczak said that he would 
consult and share information with the Gen-Ed Committee as his department develops the 
assessment instrument. 
 
Mr. Krasnoff remarked that he thought the Gen-Ed History proposal was great, and that it would 
lead to the development of some wonderful new courses by the History Department as well as by 
other departments.  He also did not think the proposal would be difficult to implement. 
 
Ms. Kattwinkel commented that the FYE was not taken into account the Gen-Ed History 
proposal last year when it was developed, but she thought it would benefit the FYE and make it 
easier to involve students in the study of history.  A student attending the meeting also spoke in 
favor of the proposal. 
 
Todd McNerney asked if the proposal meant that the new kinds of history courses that would be 
developed could also be double-counted for both the history and humanities Gen-Ed 
requirements.  Mr. Krasnoff responded that that sort of double counting was not allowed. 
 
The Faculty Senate voted, passing the Gen-Ed History proposal. 
 
Mr. Starr next introduced the Jewish Studies proposal: 
 

Proposal to allow Jewish Studies 210 (Jewish History I: Ancient to Modern) and 
Jewish Studies 215 (Jewish History II:  Modern to Present). 

 
Mr. Krasnoff then moved that, in light of the passage of the Gen-Ed History proposal, the above 
Jewish Studies motion be replaced by the following one: 
 

JWST 210 be approved for General Education credit in the history of the pre-modern era, 
and JWST 215 be approved for General Education credit in the history of the modern era.  
(Both JWST 210 and 215 are existing catalog courses, already approved by the 
Curriculum Committee and the Faculty Senate for academic credit.) 
The motion received a second and was approved by the Faculty Senate.  The Faculty 
Senate then voted on and approved the amended Gen-Ed Jewish Studies proposal.  
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT C4:  JEWISH STUDIES DOCUMENTATION (NOTE: FACULTY SENATE 
MINUTES RELEVANT TO THIS PROPOSAL MAY BE FOUND IN SUPPORTING DOCUMENT C3 ABOVE) 
 
 

Proposal to Count Courses for the History General Education Requirement 
Jewish Studies, February 2009 

 
The current general education requirement in History now reads: 
“six hours: complete either HIST 101 and 102 or complete HIST 103 and 104. Both 
must be taken in sequence.” 
 
We propose that Jewish Studies 210 and 215, taken in sequence, be allowed to count for this 
requirement. 
 
Rationale 
Jewish Studies 210 (Jewish History I: Ancient to Modern) and Jewish Studies 215 
(Jewish History II: Modern to Present) form a two-semester sequence that covers the long span 
of Jewish history from its ancient origins to the contemporary period. (Syllabi for these courses 
are attached to this proposal.) The courses are open to students without prerequisite and do not 
require any specialized knowledge of Judaism or in history. We are committed to teaching them 
on a regular basis, and they will be taught by tenure-track faculty (now Joshua Shanes and Adam 
Mendelsohn) with Ph.D.’s in history. 
 
The Competiencies for general education most recently approved by the Faculty Senate call for 
knowledge of “Historical, Cultural, and Intellectual Perspectives,” including knowledge of (a) 
human history and the natural world; (b) artistic, cultural, and intellectual achievements; (c) 
human behavior and social interaction; and (d) perspectives and contributions of academic 
disciplines. All of these sub-Competencies are clearly advanced by this sequence of courses. The 
courses obviously emphasize the knowledge of human history and deploy the methodological 
perspective of history as a discipline. They introduce students to the intellectual and cultural 
legacy of the Jewish tradition. By emphasizing the efforts of the Jewish people to maintain 
community, and to live in and alongside non-Jewish communities, they teach important lessons 
about social interaction. Beyond the General Education Competencies most clearly related to the 
History requirement, these courses also emphasize “social and cultural analysis” and also 
“experiencing, understanding and using multiple cultural perspectives,” since it is impossible to 
understand Jewish history without understanding the Jews’ relationships as a cultural minority 
within other, surrounding cultures. 
 
In the Faculty Senate debates last year over the failed General Education proposal, there was 
great controversy over many issues, but fairly broad support for a revised requirement in History 
that would allow a student to take any two-semester sequence of courses that covers a long range 
of human history in continuous and sequential form. We understand that the History Department 
has now endorsed and is forwarding to you a proposal to rewrite the History requirement along 
just these lines. 
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This sequence of courses very clearly fits the revised model. While there are legitimate questions 
about whether a historical sequence in some other discipline should count for this requirement 
(does a two-semester survey in art history or philosophy really count as the study of human 
history?), those concerns do not apply to this sequence of courses. These are clearly history 
courses, taught by trained historians from a historical perspective. 
 
It might be argued that this sequence of courses should not be included with HIST 101-102 and 
103-104 because the focus of JWST 210-215, Jewish history, is too narrow when compared to 
Western or world history. In one sense, the focus is clearly narrower, but it is not clear that this 
should disqualify this new sequence. The spirit of the revised proposal was that what matters is 
not the particular subject matter, but the range of historical time and the application of historical 
thinking. And it is important to stress that though the Jewish tradition is one particular cultural 
tradition, it is an extremely varied tradition, embracing religious, political, sociological, and even 
literary and artistic elements. The tradition has always been in transition and negotiation through 
Jews’ relation to larger, surrounding cultural traditions. It is impossible to understand the Jewish 
tradition without understanding important features of Roman, Christian, Islamic, and modern, 
secular history. A sequence in Jewish history is more focused than a more general sequence in 
Western history, but there is also a way in which it can and must be more “multicultural” than 
the more general sequence. For these reasons, we believe this sequence clearly fulfills the 
Competencies we have approved for general education. 
 
Clearly, this proposal implies that Jewish Studies strongly supports the revised proposal, under 
which any two-semester historical sequence might count for Gen Ed requirement. We certainly 
hope that History and other departments will soon bring other sequences forward to meet the 
revised requirement. But any sequence of courses will require approval from the General 
Education Committee, and since our courses are already in place and ready to go, we are putting 
this sequence forward now, in the hope that the committee will approve both the revised 
requirement and this particular sequence. 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT C5:  HISTORY COURSE SEQUENCING REPORT 
 

A HIERARCHICAL APPROACH TO UNDERSTANDING INTERVAL-LEVEL GRADE 
ATTAINMENT FOR HISTORY COURSE SEQUENCE (HIST 101/102 and HIST 103/104) 

 
 
Study Purpose: 
 
 During the 2009 calendar year, the Department of History proposed to the Faculty Senate a 
modification to the General Education Requirement for History so that courses offered by other 
departments to fulfill this Requirement would be allowed.  Through this new curricular emphasis, 
students will be exposed to a broader range of historical topics, thus enriching their General Education 
experience.  For example, a History of the Hebrew Nation may be taught through the Jewish Studies 
Program, yet can fulfill a History course requirement. Additionally, the core requirement options of 
taking History 101/102 or History 103/104 are no longer required to be taken sequentially.  The Faculty 
Senate passed this change on April 7, 2009 (see Supporting Document C3). 
 
 Subsequently, the Department Chair met with the Director of Institutional Research to investigate 
potential impacts on trends for enrollments for these two course sequences and to provide data and 
analysis to inform the re-configuration of curriculum ‘content’ and ‘approach.’  It is important to 
understand past trends in order to effectively direct actions for the future.  As such, the Director of 
Institutional Research undertook a retrospective analysis of these two course sequences to increase 
departmental understanding of degree of efficacy of these sequences and to plan for next steps. This 
research supports other analyses that Institutional Research has conducted in order to inform the College 
and to address SACS accreditation requirements related to institutional effectiveness, general education, 
and discipline-specific assessment. 
 
Methodology* 

 

College effects research has seen significant growth in the use of multi-level modeling techniques 
to gather and analyze data on student, faculty, and institutional effects over the course of the last decade 
(Ethington, 1997; Patrick, 2001; Porter and Umbach, 2001). The primary reason for the field’s movement 
toward such techniques is the acknowledgement that higher education is a complex hierarchical 
organizational structure that requires the researcher to carefully negotiate how he or she characterizes the 
unit under investigation. For instance, students can be nested within class sections, majors, departments, 
and/or institutions, but a research model that accounts for the data at only one level (e.g., the student 
level) may mis-estimate effects on the student outcome(s) in question. This dilemma is often referred to 
as the unit of analysis problem and has been a topic of concern in the college student learning and 
assessment literature for several years (Patrick; 2001, Ethington, 1997; Pascarella, 1985; Pascarella and 
Terenzini, 1991; Weidman, 1989). 

The mis-estimation of effect sizes usually results from the researcher imposing an ordinary least 
squares (OLS) regression framework upon data with a multi-level character. Researchers do this in two 
ways. First, the researcher might disaggregate higher order variables to the individual level and this 
violates one of the primary assumptions that underlies OLS, that observations are independent of one 
another (Ethington, 1997). For instance, students in the same class sections have a set of common 
experiences that result in levels of interdependence. By disaggregating, we may underestimate the  
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standard errors and fail to capture positive intraclass correlations that stem from the within-group 
variance, thereby incorrectly rejecting the null hypothesis (Patrick, 2001).  In addition, by disaggregating 
to the individual level, the researcher has at least implicitly made a judgment that the higher order 
variables have impacted the individual-level data in the same way (Ethington, 1997). The second way that 
researchers often negotiate the unit-of-analysis problem is by relating aggregate level relationships to the 
outcome in question. This strategy often leads to what has become known as aggregation bias or the 
ecological fallacy (Patrick, 2001).  The primary problem with this strategy is that it does not account for 
within-group variability, which often accounts for the majority (80-90%) of total variation (Ethington, 
1997).  The researchers believe that the creation of a separate model for students within sections for each 
core course in the curriculum will enable a better understanding of the variation within and between 
sections. Ethington (1997) notes that the issues related to aggregation/disaggregation are adequately dealt 
with because multilevel modeling estimates: 
 

1. a separate equation within each group incorporating a unique random effect for each 
organizational unit; 

2. the variability in these random effects is accounted for when estimating standard 
errors (i.e., parameter and standard errors are estimated separately); 

3. heterogeneity of variance by examining the variation in coefficients across groups 
and modeling this variation as a function of group or institutional characteristics; and 

4. effects of variables at Level-I or Level-II into one model by utilizing both individual 
and aggregate measures (p. 169). 

 
*For information on specifics of Multi-Level Modeling Procedures, please consult Heck and Thomas, 
2000; Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002; and Reise and Duan, 2003. 

 
  
HISTORY 101-102 General Education Sequence 
 
 
Variables 
 Given the nested nature of the data, the investigation into interval level grade outcomes for the 
two-sequence introductory history courses (History 101-102 and 103-104) employed hierarchical linear 
modeling techniques to undertake a two-level analysis (student >section). The purpose of this analysis is 
to understand the efficacy of the sequence and not the differences between those who participated 
specifically in the College of Charleston’s sequence and those who entered into the sequence into the 101 
or 102 course with transfer courses or AP credit that allowed them to forgo one of the courses in the 
sequence.  However, to provide a context for these results. some summary analyses will be presented 
before entering into the HLM analysis. 
 
 This analysis examined the influence on the dependent variable, interval-level grade (GRADE), 
for a variety of student-level variables: academic aptitude as measured by SAT verbal and math, high 
school weighted grade point average, entering first-time freshman status (yes=1, no=0), transfer status 
(yes=1, no=0), provisional admit status (yes=1, no=0), and student major and minor at time of course 
(yes=1, no=0). Provisional admit status means that the student was admitted as a first-time freshman 
without the same academic requirements as other regular admitted freshman. The section (level 2) 
variables included in this analysis were section enrollment, percentage of history majors and minors in 
section, section-level student cumulative GPA for class, and whether or not the section was taught by an 
adjunct or roster faculty member.   
 



   

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 179 
   

Sample 
The sample consisted of everyone who took HIST102 for the period between spring 2000 and spring 
2009 (n=8329).  
 
Exploratory Group Difference Analyses 
 
Mean difference analyses were run for HIST102 Interval-level grade to determine if there was a 
difference for students who took HIST101and did not.  The summary points follow as do select tables 
with descriptive statistics: 
 
A significant and positive difference exists overall for students who took the HIST101 course prior to 
taking the HIST102 course compared with those who did not (p<.001) (Table 1).   
 

Table 1: HIST102 GRADE 

 HIST101Attendance N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Took Hist 101 8329 2.8553 .85977 .00942h102gpa 

Did not take Hist101 2174 2.7783 .94656 .02030

 
There is a marginally significant and positive difference in the performance of those students who 
transferred into the institution from those who did not (p<.06).  Conversely, there is no significant 
difference between those who took HIST101 and those who did not for the non-transfer student 
population for the HIST102 grade (Table 2). 
 

Table 2:  TRANSFER STATUS X HIST102 GRADE 

TRANSFER FLAG HIST101Attendance N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Took Hist 101 6747 2.8797 .84507 .01029No h102gpa 

Did not take Hist101 1031 2.8832 .93065 .02898

Took Hist 101 1582 2.7516 .91290 .02295Yes h102gpa 

Did not take Hist101 1143 2.6836 .95121 .02814

 
There is a significant and positive difference for those students who did not bring in History AP Credit 
and took HIST101 (p<.001) in constrast to those who did not take HIST101 (Table 3). Those who did not 
take HIST101 and have AP appear to have the highest average mean. However, this is a relatively small 
sample over the ten year period. The students who brought in AP HIST course credit and took HIST101 is 
a reasonable sample and descriptively has the strongest performance in the HIST102 course. 
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Table 3: AP CREDIT x HIST 102 GRADE 

AP FLAG HIST101Attendance N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Took Hist 101 7818 2.8294 .86171 .00975No h102gpa 

Did not take Hist101 2089 2.7534 .94870 .02076

Took Hist 101 511 3.2517 .72244 .03196Yes h102gpa 

Did not take Hist101 85 3.3894 .64254 .06969

 
Model 1: One-way Random Effects Base Model 
 There are three stages of modeling incorporated into this analysis. We first estimate a base model 
that is known as a fully unconditional model because there are no Level-I or Level-II predictors specified. 
The primary purpose of modeling at this stage is to disentangle how much student-level variance for the 
dependent variable (H102GRADE) is attributable to the within-section variance and how much is 
attributable to the between-section variance. The within-section variance is the basis for subsequent 
calculation of the proportion of variance explained by the student-level characteristics. The Level-I 
equation is 

,102 0 ijjij rGRADEH += β  
where each student’s attained interval-level grade is a function of his or her section’s average attained 
interval-level grade. The slope, β0j, and the random effect, rij, is unique to each student and the variance of 
the random effect, σ2, represents the pooled within-section variance, i.e., the variance among the students. 
 At Level-II, the equation is 

,0000 jj μγβ +=  
where each section’s average attainment, β0j, is a function of the grand mean of all sections, γ00, and a 
random error associated with each section, μ0j. The variance of section-level random effects is denoted by 
τ00 and this represents the pooled within-section variance, i.e., the variance of the section means. Table 1 
below outlines the results. 
 

TABLE 1 
HIST-102 

 
Fixed Effects Coefficients S.E. t-ratio Reliability 
Section Mean Grade Attainment 
(intercept) 

2.851 0.019 146.96*** 0.759 

***p<.0001, **p<.05     
 

Random Effects Variance DF Chi-Square 
Between Section Variance Explained (variance of 
intercepts) 

0.113 396 1873.52*** 

Within Section Variance Explained 0.627   
***p<.0001, **p<.05    
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 The estimate of the grand mean for HIST-102 was 2.85 across all sections (the fixed effect). The 
mean represents an interval-level grade point average of a B- and the reliability by which the section 
means were measured is 0.759. A reliability close to 1.00 means that the sectional mean attainment levels 
are very reliable across sections and this reliability estimate is average to above average. In addition, the 
estimates of the variability of the mean interval-level grade (intercept, β0j) across sections (between) and 
the within are 0.113 and 0.627, respectively. Utilizing these two parameter estimates, we calculated an 
intraclass correlation (ICC) with the following formula: 
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 The ICC is the proportion of variance that is due to the between-section differences is .153 or 
approximately 15.3%. Finally, the large chi-square test on the between-section is significant (p<.001). 
This indicates that the average grade attained within sections varies significantly across sections. The 
variability of these section means will be modeled using student and section-level predictors next. 
 
Model 2: Random Coefficients Model 
 After calculating the ICC in the base model, we found a significant amount of unexplained 
variance due to between-section differences. As a result, we estimated a full Level-I model utilizing the 
select student-level characteristic to predict the student’s interval-level grade (GRADE) attained for 
HIST-102. The following equation was estimated for each section: 
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 In this model, the intercepts for each predictor represents the section mean attainment level and 
all independent variable are centered around the group mean, i.e., calculated across observations for each 
sectional The reason this model is understood as random is that each Level-II intercept, βqj, is allowed to 
vary across sections and are a function of a grand mean for all sections and a random error. The equation 
follows: 

.0 qjqqj μγβ +=  
 
 All Level-I variables were centered allowing the intercept to be interpreted as the average 
interval-level grade per section. This average within-section regression equation is presented as a fixed 
effect. The random effects are the presentation of student-level coefficients at Level-II and a test of effect 
differences for these student characteristics across sections. See Tables 2 and 3 for breakdowns of the 
fixed and random effects.  The model failed to converge given sample size and number of sections and as 
such, only the variables with significant t-ratios were included allowed to vary at Level II.   
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 Table 4 displays the findings for the student-level (level I) variables.  For this analysis, we find 
the introductory history course section mean grade is still 2.85 (B-).  The following factors all have 
effects on grade attainment for HIST 102:  the HIST101 (pre-requisite), SAT Verbal score, being a 
history major at time of taking the course, being a declared history major, being a declared history minor 
and being a first-time, full-time provisional freshman (negative).   Additionally, we find the efficacy of 
the HIST101 for the two-course sequence to be significant (the most significant) explanatory variable for 
the variance associated with the HIST102 grade. 
 

TABLE 4 
HIST-102 
Fixed Effects 

 
Coefficients

 
S.E. 

 
t-ratio 

 
Reliability

Section Mean Grade Attainment (intercept) 2.852 0.019 146.830*** 0.816 
EFRFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) -0.015 0.0505 -0.244 .051 
PROVFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) -0.144 0.061 -2.338* .104 
TRANFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) -0.080 0.053 -1.516 .085 
APFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.161 0.031 5.116*** .046 
H102HISTMAJOR (Yes=1; No=0) 0.214 0.072 2.968** .086 
H102HISTMINOR (Yes=1; No=0) 0.507 0.157 3.221** 0.0 
H101GPA (HIST101 Course Grade) 0.459 0.013 36.5863*** 0.289 
SATV_1 (SAT Verbal) 0.001 0.000 8.563*** 0.181 
SATM_1 (SAT Math) 0.000 0.000 0.881 .114 
GPA_1 (High School Weighted GPA) 0.005 0.006 .773 .081 
***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05     

 
 The total variance in grade attainment for HIST102 attributable to within variance is .467 (recall 
it was .627 from the ANOVA model above).  Less variance is explained in this model because it is 
partitioned relative to the Level I student variables only. 
 

Proportion of explained within-section variance = (0.627-0.467)/ 0.627=.264 or 26.4% 
 
 Table 5 has the between section findings for the random coefficients model.  Because the model 
had problems converging with all variables entered or with just the significant level one variables, all of 
were estimated separately to minimize convergence issues (Ethington, 1997).  The average grade attained 
by students is not wholly representative given variance across sections. Holding constant the sample size 
per section, the reliability of sectional mean grade attainment is 0.71 and none of the student-level 
variables have a significant effect on grade attainment in the between analysis. The between section 
variance is 0.122 and the chi-square is significant (<p=.001) denoting significant variability in grade 
across sections. The significance finding means that there are still differences in attainment levels of 
grades across sections that could be accounted for in a Level II analysis. 
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TABLE 5~ 

HIST-102 
Random Effects 

 
Variance

 
DF 

 
Chi-Square 

Within Section Variance Explained 0.467   
EFRFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.012 382 437.75* 
TRANFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.023 376 438.399** 
PROVFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.029 301 308.332 
APFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.012 256 211.022 
H102HISTMAJOR (Yes=1; No=0) 0.040 78 75.759 
H102HISTMAJOR (Yes=1; No=0) 0.000 1 0.201 
H101GPA (HIST101 Course Grade) 0.016 389 562.135*** 
SATV_1 0.000 389 479.087*** 
SATM_1 (SAT Math) 0.000 389 456.348* 
GPA_1 (High School Weighted GPA) 0.001 389 424.99 
Between Section Variance 0.122 396 2514.999*** 
***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05    

~H102HISTMIN was not included at Level II because it had low reliability and 
contributed to the model being unable to converge. 

 
Model 3: Intercepts- and Slopes-as-Outcomes Model of Interval Level Grade in HIST-102 
  
 The next model was developed with the intent of explaining the unexplained variance due to 
between-section differences. In this model the intercept from the Random Coefficients Model was 
allowed to vary across sections as were those Level I variables explaining between section differences. In 
addition, this variability is modeled relative to four Level II (section-level) measures hypothesized as 
potentially interacting with the Level I variables: section enrollment, percentage of history majors and 
minors, adjunct taught section, and average cumulative student gpa in section at time of enrollment. The 
Level-I equation is the same as it was in the random-coefficients model: 
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Table 6 and 7 outline the fixed and random effects for the variables. 
 

TABLE 6 
 

HIST-102 
Fixed Effects 

 
Coefficients

 
S.E. 

 
t-ratio 

 
Reliability

Section Mean Grade Attainment (intercept) 2.851 0.017 170.410*** 0.798 
STUDGPA 1.0542 0.098 10.748***  
CRSENRL -0.008 0.003 -3.159**   
PCTHISTMAJ -0.956 0.829 -1.153  
PCTHISTMIN 0.720 7.147 0.101  
ADJFLAG 0.118 0.034 3.533**  
Effect of Student Level Variables     
EFRFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.015 0.051 -0.287 0.055 
PROVFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) -0.151 0.057 -2.641**  
TRANFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) -0.074 0.052 -1.411 0.075 
APFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.153 0.033 4.624***  
H102HISTMAJOR (Yes=1; No=0) 0.217 0.073 2.943**  
H102HISTMINOR (Yes=1; No=0) 0.569 0.488 1.166  
H101GPA (HIST101 Course Grade) 0.458 0.013 36.208*** 0.285 
SATV_1 (SAT Verbal) 0.001 0.000 8.400*** 0.116 
SATM_1 (SAT Math) 0.000 0.000 0.752 0.052 
GPA_1 (High School Weighted GPA) 0.007 0.006 1.177  
***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05     

 
 

TABLE 7 
 

HIST-102 
Random Effects 

 
Variance

 
DF 

 
Chi-Square 

Within Section Variance Explained 0.445   
EFRFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.017 318 327.343 
TRANFLAG (Yes=1; No=0) 0.031 318 348.721 
H101GPA (HIST101 Course Grade) 0.019 318 475.868*** 
SATV_1 0.000 318 365.642* 
SATM_1 0.000 318 294.844 
Between Section Variance .084 313 1581.709*** 
***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05    

 
 

 Three of the five Level-II variables, course enrollment (negative), student cumulative grade point 
average of section enrollees (positive), and whether the section was taught by an adjunct (positive) had 
significant coefficients in the equation for the Level-II intercept, β0j. This means the higher the 
enrollment, the lower the grade.  It also means the higher the students cumulative gpa, the higher the 
grade in the course.  Finally, courses taught by adjunct faculty had higher grades.  In reviewing the 
estimates in table 7, two of the nine Level-I student measures explained a slight amount of the between  
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section variance in section grade (H101GPA and SATV_1). To calculate the proportion of variance in the 
parameters that is explained by the institutional measures, the random-coefficients model (Model #2) 
variance estimates are used: 
 

Proportion of explained variance by section-level variables = (.122-.084)/.084=0.452 or 45.2% 
 
The remaining unexplained variability (.084) between sections is approximately 74% of the original 
unexplained amount from the unconditional model. The Chair of the department will be consulted to 
consider what else may account for this variance (i.e., time of day, rank, tenure vs. non-tenure, or some 
peer effect at the section level such as honors vs. non honors). 
 
HISTORY 103-104 General Education Sequence 
 
Variables 
 Given the nested nature of the data, out attempt to understand interval level grade outcomes for 
the two-sequence introductory history courses (103-104) employed hierarchical linear modeling 
techniques to undertake a three-level analysis (student > section). The purpose of this analysis is to 
understand the efficacy of the sequence and not the differences between those who participated 
specifically in the College of Charleston’s sequence and those who entered into the sequence into the 
HIST104 course with transfer courses or AP credit that allowed them to forgo one of the courses in the 
sequence.  However, to context these results some summary analyses will be presented before entering 
into the HLM analysis. 
 
 This analysis examined the influence on the dependent variable, interval-level grade (GRADE), 
for a variety of student-level variables: academic aptitude as measured by SAT verbal and math, high 
school weighted grade point average, entering first-time freshman status (yes=1, no=0), transfer status 
(yes=1, no=0), provisional admit status (yes=1, no=0), and student major and minor at time of course 
(yes=1, no=0). Provisional admit status means that the student was admitted as a first-time freshman  
without the same academic requirements as other regular admitted freshman. The section (level 2) 
variables included in this analysis were section enrollment, percentage of history majors and minors in 
section, section-level student cumulative gpa for class, and whether or not the section was taught by an 
adjunct or roster faculty member.   
 
Sample 
The sample consisted of everyone who took HIST104 for the period between spring 2000 and spring 
2009 (n=7,756).  
 
Exploratory Group Difference Analyses 
 
Mean difference analyses were run for HIST104 Interval-level grade to determine if there was a 
difference for students who took HIST103 and did not.  The summary points follow as do select tables 
with descriptive statistics: 
 
A significant and positive difference exists overall for students who took the HIST103 course prior to 
taking the HIST104 and those who did not (p<.05) with those who took HIST103 (Table 8).   
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Table 8: HIST104 GRADE 

 

HIST103Attendance N Mean Std. Deviation
Std. Error 

Mean 

Took Hist 1043 563 2.9590 .91780 .03868 h104gpa 

Did not take Hist103 7048 3.0549 .80531 .00959 

 
There is a significant and positive difference for those students who are indigenous to the institution and 
took HIST104 and those who did not (p<.05) and conversely, there is no significant difference between 
those who took HIST103 and those who did not for the transfer student population for the HIST104 grade 
(Table 9). 
 

Table 9:  TRANSFER STATUS X HIST104 GRADE 

TRANSFER FLAG HIST101Attendance N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Took Hist 103 251 2.9586 .98096 .06192 No h104gpa 

Did not take Hist103 5599 3.0692 .79926 .01068 

Took Hist 103 312 2.9593 .86525 .04899 Yes h104gpa 

Did not take Hist103 1449 2.9999 .82625 .02171 

 
There is a significant and negative difference for those students who did not bring in History AP Credit 
and took HIST103 (p<.05) and conversely those who did not take HIST103 (Table 10). Those who took 
HIST103 and have AP appear to have the highest average mean. However, this is a very small sample 
over the ten year period.  
 

Table 10: AP CREDIT x HIST 102 GRADE 

AP FLAG HIST101Attendance N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Took Hist 103 541 2.9366 .92432 .03974 No h104gpa 

Did not take Hist103 6628 3.0370 .80717 .00991 

Took Hist 103 22 3.5091 .49368 .10525 Yes h104gpa 

Did not take Hist103 420 3.3376 .71936 .03510 

 



   

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 187 
   

Model 1: One-way Random Effects Base Model 
 There are three stages of modeling incorporated into this analysis. We first estimate a base model 
that is known as a fully unconditional model because there are no Level-I or Level-II predictors specified. 
The primary purpose of modeling at this stage is to disentangle how much student-level variance for the 
dependent variable (H104GRADE) is attributable to the within-section variance and how much is 
attributable to the between-section variance. The within-section variance is the basis for subsequent 
calculation of the proportion of variance explained by the student-level characteristics. The Level-I 
equation is 

,104 0 ijjij rGRADEH += β  
where each student’s attained interval-level grade is a function of his or her section’s average attained 
interval-level grade. The slope, β0j, and the random effect, rij, is unique to each student and the variance of 
the random effect, σ2, represents the pooled within-section variance, i.e., the variance among the students. 
 At Level-II, the equation is 

,0000 jj μγβ +=  
where each section’s average attainment, β0j, is a function of the grand mean of all sections, γ00, and a 
random error associated with each section, μ0j. The variance of section-level random effects is denoted by 
τ00 and this represents the pooled within-section variance, i.e., the variance of the section means. Table 11 
below outlines the results. 

TABLE 11 
HIST-102 

Fixed Effects Coefficients S.E. t-ratio Reliability 
Section Mean Grade Attainment 
(intercept) 

3.055 0.010 304.467 *** 0.093 

***p<.0001, **p<.05     
 

Random Effects Variance DF Chi-Square 
Between Section Variance Explained (variance of 
intercepts) 

0.003 282 310.479*** 

Within Section Variance Explained 0.646   
***p<.0001, **p<.05    

 
 The estimate of the grand mean for HIST-104 was 3.05 across all sections (the fixed effect). The 
mean represents an interval-level grade point average of a B.  The overall reliability by which the section 
means are measured in the model is .093. Again, the reliability close to 1.00 means that the sectional 
mean attainment level measurements are unreliable. As such, we cannot calculated the proportion of 
variance for the between section differences at Level II.  The variance in the HIST104 course grade 
appears to be primarily a function of within section variance.  As such, we will undertake a traditional 
univariate analysis to understand main effects and any interactions of Level I variables. 
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Model 2: Univariate Model 
 
The model was significant (p<.001) and HIST103 was a significant covariate for HIST104 grade 
(p<.001).  However, there was not a main effect or interactions for the freshman, transfer, 
provisional, and/or AP status.   
 
Table 12 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable:h104gpa      

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 

Corrected Model 758.468a 8 94.809 175.285 .000 .167

Intercept 275.834 1 275.834 509.969 .000 .068

h103gpa 641.798 1 641.798 1186.573 .000 .145

efrflag .297 1 .297 .549 .459 .000

provflag .055 1 .055 .102 .750 .000

tranflag .204 1 .204 .377 .539 .000

apflag .679 1 .679 1.255 .263 .000

efrflag * provflag .000 0 . . . .000

efrflag * tranflag .000 0 . . . .000

efrflag * apflag .499 1 .499 .922 .337 .000

provflag * tranflag .000 0 . . . .000

provflag * apflag .210 1 .210 .389 .533 .000

tranflag * apflag .759 1 .759 1.404 .236 .000

efrflag * provflag * tranflag .000 0 . . . .000

efrflag * provflag * apflag .000 0 . . . .000

efrflag * tranflag * apflag .000 0 . . . .000

provflag * tranflag * apflag .000 0 . . . .000

efrflag * provflag * tranflag 
* apflag 

.000 0 . . . .000

Error 3791.593 7010 .541    

Total 70025.910 7019     

Corrected Total 4550.061 7018     

a. R Squared = .167 (Adjusted R Squared = .166)     
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Model 3: Stepwise Model 
 
A stepwise linear regression was run to determine the most significant predictors of within section 
variance for HIST104.  HIST103grade, SAT_verbal, SAT_math, and whether or not the student was a 
HIST major at time of course entered the model as the most significant predictors of all Level I variables 
for the dependent variable (HIST104_grade).  This model explained a reasonable 16.4% of the variance in 
HIST104_grade (See Table 13 below). 
 
Similar to the HIST102 sequence, the initial course explains the largest amount of variance in the 
subsequent course.  This is a confirmation that the sequence was functioning adequately as a pre-
requisite.  It does not necessarily mean the content of the course is the reason.  It very well could be a 
function of exposure in the pre-requisite course to more content-neutral aspects of the course such as 
writing and/or methodology.  This is more difficult to disentangle. In correspondence dated (8/31/2009) 
with the Chair, he noted that “Our new menu of courses will be as attentive to skills and method as they 
are to content which will hopefully minimize whatever might be lost in eliminating the pre-requsite.  I 
believe this is a sound approach to considering next steps with content and being sure a negative indirect 
(or direct) impact on course efficacy per General Education outcomes is minimized. The Chair of the 
department will be consulted to consider what else may account for HIST104 grade variance (i.e., time of 
day, rank, tenure vs. non-tenure, or some peer effect at the section level such as honors vs. non honors).  
Issues related to measurement reliability to explore a second level HLM model needs further discussion.  
The HIST104 model does not explain the level of variance as the HIST102 model and this needs further 
exploration.  For instance, what is different about the content or methodology in the HIST104 from 
HIST102 and are there other variables that need considered (i.e., time of day, rank, tenure vs. non-tenure, 
or some peer effect at the section level such as honors vs. non honors).  All of this has implications for 
understand sequence efficacy. 
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Table 13 

Model Summary 

Change Statistics 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate R Square Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change 

1 .396a .157 .157 .73950 .157 1303.309 1 7017 .000

2 .405b .164 .164 .73630 .007 62.073 1 7016 .000

3 .406c .165 .165 .73589 .001 8.963 1 7015 .003

4 .407d .166 .165 .73566 .001 5.286 1 7014 .022

a. Predictors: (Constant), h103gpa       

b. Predictors: (Constant), h103gpa, SMEAN(satv)      

c. Predictors: (Constant), h103gpa, SMEAN(satv), SMEAN(satm)     

d. Predictors: (Constant), h103gpa, SMEAN(satv), SMEAN(satm), h104mjr     
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT D1:  FIRST-YEAR SEMINAR SPOT-AUDIT MATRIX  

G
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Goal 1: Research and 
communication in 
multiple media and 
languages, including   
proficiency in gathering 
and using information, 
effective writing and 
critical reading, oral and 
visual communication, 
and foreign language 

 
Goal 2: Analytical and 
critical reasoning, including 
mathematical and scientific 
reasoning and analysis, 
social and cultural analysis, 
interdisciplinary analysis 
and creative problem-
solving 

 
Goal 3: Historical, cultural, 
and intellectual 
perspectives, including 
knowledge of human history 
and the natural world; 
artistic, cultural, and 
intellectual achievements; 
human behavior  and social 
interaction; perspectives 
and contributions of 
academic disciplines 

 
Goal 4: 
International and 
intercultural 
perspectives, 
gained by 
knowledge of 
international and 
global contexts; 
experiencing, 
understanding, and 
using multiple 
cultural 
perspectives 

 
Goal 5: Personal and ethical 
perspectives, including 
experiences that promote self-
understanding, curiosity and 
creativity; personal, academic, 
and professional integrity; 
moral and ethical 
responsibility, community and 
global citizenship 

  Requirements/ Collected Evidence as they correspond to General Education Competencies 

FYSM9 – 
FYSM106-001 
Love and 
Death in the 
Art of 
Picasso 

Classical guitar 
concerts, art slides, 
applied art, 5 papers, 
performance of 
Tartuffe - papers 
discussing Picasso as 
he and his work relate 
to each of these. 

Discussions and papers 
re: the major facts about 
the art of Picasso and 
the major methods of 
the discipline of Art 
History, learning to 
"read" works of art. 

"Read" works of art, 
relating the facts of a 
visual work of art to 
various types of 
contextual information 
that surround that work 

Knowledge of 
Theatre in 
Picasso's art, 
discussions and 
papers re: 
Picasso and 
"Tartuffe", 
classical guitar 
concerts, 
Picasso's art and 
related social, 
cultural contexts 

Use of personal planner 
required every day. 
Exam/assignment/ 
attendance accountability, 
honor code. Hands on 
creation of art, written 
expression of 
understanding and 
interpretation of art. 
Explanation and 
implementation of Student 
Honor Code. 

FYSM  
113.001              
The 
Individual, 
the Family, 
and the State 
in Western 
Tradition     

Lectures and class 
discussions analyzing 
readings, analytical 
essays, research 
project with final 
paper,  

Analytical essays and 
discussion re: humans' 
struggle to define 
themselves and the 
relationship between 
themselves, their 
families, and the state. 
Seminar explores these 
themes through reading 
central works of the 
Western tradition. 

Selections include 
Homer's Odyssey, 
Aeschylus' Oresteia, 
Euripedes' Medea, 
selections of Livy's 
history of Rome, and 
Virgil's Aeneid. 

Central works of 
Western 
Tradition. First 
essay must 
address a Greek 
topic; the second 
a Roman topic. 

  
Exam/assignment/ 
attendance accountability, 
honor code. Daily 
participation required. All 
students are to complete 
assigned reading prior to 
class and be prepared with 
texts and note in hand  - 
ready to discuss material. 
Explanation and 
implementation of Student 
Honor Code. 

FYSM11 – 
FYSM126-001 
Public 
Education in 
the 21st 
Century 

Students are required 
to conduct research 
via the internet, the 
library, and direct 
research methods 
(observations, 
interviews, etc.)  and 
be able to present 
their findings in 
written research 
papers and 
PowerPoint 

Analysis of what it 
means to be/become a 
teacher.  Analysis of 
roles in education - 
teacher, principal, 
coach, superintendent. 
Attend and compose 
reflection upon County 
School Board Meeting. 

Reading selections 
include: The Freedom 
Writer's Diary, by Erin 
Gruwell; Letters to the 
Next President, by Carl 
Glickman; Teach Like 
Your Hair is on Fire, by 
Rafe Esquith; and 
Longitude by Dava 
Sobel. 

  Students develop an 
understanding of various 
issues in PreK - 12 public 
education, these include 
policies, policy 
development, and trends. 
Explanation and 
implementation of Student 
Honor Code. 

FYSM4 – 
FYSM152-001 
Animal 
Minds, 
Animal 
Rights 

Monday Papers, 
Argumentative paper, 
research paper, group 
debates 

Appropriate events 
including concerns, 
performances, exhibits, 
lectures - for each, the 
students must submit a 
one page report within a 
week of the event. 

Seminar topic is animal 
minds and animal rights. 
What kinds of minds - if 
any- do non-human 
animal possess? What 
moral rights - if any- do 
animals possess? How 
are these problems 
related? How does this 
affect public policy? 

  Issues in animal ethics, 
theories of animal welfare 
and animal rights, the 
ethics of using animals in 
scientific and medical 
research, the ethics of 
zoos, keeping pets, and 
eating meat. 
Exam/assignment/ 
attendance accountability, 
Honor code. 
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General 
Education  
Goals 1-5 

 
Goal 1: Research and 
communication in 
multiple media and 
languages, including   
proficiency in 
gathering and using 
information, effective 
writing and critical 
reading, oral and 
visual communication, 
and foreign language 

 
Goal 2: Analytical 
and critical 
reasoning, 
including 
mathematical and 
scientific reasoning 
and analysis, social 
and cultural 
analysis, 
interdisciplinary 
analysis and 
creative problem-
solving 

 
Goal 3: Historical, cultural, 
and intellectual 
perspectives, including 
knowledge of human 
history and the natural 
world; artistic, cultural, and 
intellectual achievements; 
human behavior  and 
social interaction; 
perspectives and 
contributions of academic 
disciplines 

 
Goal 4: 
International and 
intercultural 
perspectives, 
gained by 
knowledge of 
international and 
global contexts; 
experiencing, 
understanding, and 
using multiple 
cultural 
perspectives 

 
Goal 5: Personal and 
ethical perspectives, 
including experiences that 
promote self-
understanding, curiosity 
and creativity; personal, 
academic, and 
professional integrity; 
moral and ethical 
responsibility, community 
and global citizenship 

  
 
Requirements/ Collected Evidence as they correspond to General Education Competencies 

FYSM1 – 
FYSM158-001 
Positive 
Psychology: 
Living Life to 
its Fullest          

Experimental papers, 
written exams, 
collecting and 
reviewing literature, 
oral presentations, 
group discussions, 
hands-on activities. 

Analysis of what is 
positive 
psychology, and 
how it is manifest 
cognitively, 
spiritually, 
culturally. 

Research and analysis in 
instructor-approved topic 
relating to positive 
psychology. Provide 
written report, oral 
presentation and 
documentation of 
research. 

  Develop and demonstrate 
understanding of positive 
psychology. Explanation 
and implementation of 
Student Honor Code.  

FYSM2 – 
FYSM166-001 
Appreciating 
Diversity 
Through non-
Western 
Dance                

Critique papers, class 
discussions, 
performance 
attendance, 
presentations in a 
variety of media 

Critical analysis of 
performances, 
integration of 
various research 
designs 

Research in development 
of dance in non-western 
cultures 

Research in non-
western societies - 
social , political, 
religious, 
educational, 
recreational 

 Demonstrate appreciation 
and understanding of non-
western societies - social, 
political, religious, 
educational, recreational. 
Explanation and 
implementation of Student 
Honor Code. 

FYSM5 – 
FYSM168-001 
Gender 
Outlaws: Our 
Culture War 
over Sexual 
Identity 

Short quizzes on 
assigned reading. 
Four reading analysis 
and response papers. 
One research paper 
Two essay exams. 

Written analysis 
and response to 
assigned reading. 

Conduct comprehensive 
research through internet, 
library and direct resources 
for final research paper. 

Students attend a 
minimum of three 
cultural events over 
the course of the 
semester, provide 
a minimum of one-
page of written 
commentary. 

Explore the furor among 
Americans about the 
alleged distinction between 
good and bad sexual 
identities. Explanation and 
implementation of Student 
Honor Code. 

LC-FA8              
Chemistry 
and Biology 
for Pre-Med 
Students  

Library assignment, 
short answer quizzes, 
research paper,  

Analysis paper on 
the book The 
Family that Couldn't 
Sleep 

Research Paper   Honor Code,                          
_______________         
Also Meets Competency 
6: "Establish(es) a strong 
foundation for upper level 
courses and develops 
appreciation of the 
connections between 
biology and chemistry. 

LC-F06 
Society and 
the Individual 

Essays, research 
paper, discussion, 
Multi-media research 
-book, film, internet, 
etc., peer reviews 

Analysis Paper Research and analysis for 
Essays and long paper. 
Provide written report, oral 
presentation and 
documentation of 
research. 

  Peer reviews, exploration 
and analysis of social class 
structures, Honor Code 

 
AAPA March 2009 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT D2:  SAMPLE EVIDENTIARY DOCUMENTS FROM THE SPOT AUDIT  
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Untitled Document Page I of 2  

Stein/Fitzwilliam  

Sociology/English 101.F06 Learning Community Essay #4: Hollywood Goes to High 
School Analysis Paper Peer Editing (in English 101): November 24 Essay Due: December 

3 in English Class  

In his book Hollywood Goes to High School, Robert C. Bulman has called films modern-
day folk tales, but ones grounded in a specific cultural context that helps us to make 
sense of society.  

 
  
Assignment:  

Replicating Bulman's content analysis, choose ONE film from Coach Carter, 
Freedom Writers, Charlie Bartlett, or Mean Girls, and, following a brief summary of 
the film's plot, answer these questions:  

1. What are the conventions of your film's sub-genre, and how well does your film follow 
them? (See chapter on your sub-genre, especially the conventions of what makes 
someone a hero.)  

2. What does the film tell us about American cultural values? How does it, regardless of 
sub-genre, illustrate the cultural power of the middle class perspective and values? (See 
end of Ch. 7 in  

 
Hollywood Goes to High School.)  

1. Describe one particular scene that you think best illustrates the film's message about 
individualism, and explain why you think it does. What type of individualism is 
portrayed?  

2. In your conclusion, explain if your film supports or contradicts Bulman's thesis. How? Be 
specific.  

  
Requirements:  

• Four-five pages in 12-point font; double spaced; stapled  
• Two copies of the same paper  
• Two secondary sources (quoted or paraphrased), ONE of which may be your 
Contexts or Inside Sociology textbook, NOT both. Note: Hollywood Goes to High School is 
your primary source, so you need two sources besides this text  
• MLA parenthetical and works cited format  
• Clear organization moving systematically through the questions above and 
connecting ideas with transitional words/phrases  
• Well-integrated sentences and paraphrases  
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• Peer Review draft and comments from student evaluators attached to the copy of 
the essay for Dr. Fitzwilliam (may be secured with a paper clip)  
 
 
Grading Focus:  

Professors Stein and Fitzwilliam will be grading THE SAME PAPER, but we will be 
looking at different things.  

  
Stein:  

• The application of sociological concepts to the film you have chosen  
• How well you apply Bulman's principles in analyzing the film  
• How well you answer all the questions listed above.  
 
Fitzwilliam:  

• Clear organization (thesis, topic sentences, transitional words/phrases)  

http://cofc.edu/-steina/hollywoodlcf08. htm 12/8/2008  
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Untitled Document Page 2 of 2  

• Adequate support for ideas, from both primary and secondary sources without 
allowing these other texts to overwhelm your own voice  
• Proper integration of sources into your sentences  
• Clarity of wording (style)  
• Editing skills to eliminate distracting mechanical errors  
 
No late papers will be accepted unless there are compelling reasons for doing so and 
you have official documentation explaining why.  

No e-mailed papers accepted  

Good luck!  
 

http://cofc.edu/-steinalhollywoodlcf08.htrn  
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Dr. Fitwilliam and Dr. Stein  

English 101 and Sociology 101  

3 December 2008  

Freedom Writers and How it Reflects American Culture and Individualism  

Freedom Writers, produced in 2007 and directed by Richard Lagravenese, is an inspirational firm 

about a teacher named Erin Gruwell and her determination to give a group of inner city kids a voice. Erin 

Gruwell is a new teacher beginning her career in a heavily segregated school in Long Beach, California. 

Throughout the movie she faces struggles with her students, co-workers, administrators and her husband. 

The movie starts with the students not getting along because of their racial conflicts but by the end of the 

movie Erin Gruwell is able to show her students that they all have things in common. She is able to unite 

her class together and teach them that they can do anything they want to do as long as they put the effort 

in and work hard.  

The conventions of an urban sub-genre are represented in Freedom Writers. In an urban 

sub-genre, a culture of poverty, the individual attitude of the students, an uncaring school staff, 

and an outside teacher hero are all focused on. A culture of poverty is evident in the Freedom 

Writers because the inner city students are not portrayed as being poor because of racial 

discrimination or their lack of opportunities but are poor "because they have the wrong values 

and the wrong attitudes about school, work, and family" (Bulman 49). The majority of the 

students in the film is involved with gangs, come from a family that is abusive or broken up, and 

has a bad attitude towards school. Robert Bulman states that "Most of the urban public school 

films portray the individual attitude of the students as the primary obstacle to their academic 
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achievement. These students don't have the right manners, the right behavior, or the right values 

to succeed in school" (51). The students in the film do not understand how school will help them 

in the future. The primary concern among the students is not academic success, instead they 

focus on whether or not they will live to see the next day because they have to deal with violence 

on a day to day basis. This sub-genre also focuses on uncaring school staff members who are 

indifferent to whether or not the students succeed. In the movie the head of the English 

department, Ms. Campbell, does not think the students in Mrs. Gruwell's class are able to 

succeed. Similarly, the teacher of the distinguished honor students thinks most of the students in 

the school are no good. Gruwell gets little support from her fellow co-workers so she goes right 

to the board of education and discusses her complaints with them. She is the outside teacher hero 

who wants to make a difference in the lives of her students. As well as being new to the school, 

Gruwell is new to the profession but by the end of the movie she has given her students hope and 

given them the opportunity to succeed. Bulman states that "All [the teacher needs] to bring to the 

classroom is discipline, tough love, high expectations, and a little good old-fashioned 

middleclass common sense about individual achievement and personal responsibility" (54). In 

the end, Gruwell gives her students the tools necessary to be heard.  

Middle class values represent American cultural values. Middle class norms are what the 

American culture is made up of. Bulman states that "The optimism, hard work, personal freedom, faith in 

the individual, and belief in the ultimate fairness of the system that characterize American culture also 

characterize American film" (149). In the movie Gruwell gives her students hope for the future. In one 

scene Gruwell gives all of her students a journal to write in.  
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The only rule that the students have to follow is they have to write in the journal everyday but they 

can write about whatever they want. This journal gives them the ability to express themselves which 

in turn gives them a voice. They find a sense of personal freedom and control over their lives when 

they write in the journals. However, Gruwell teaches them more than just how to work hard but she 

allows them to experience the outside world. She teaches a unit on the Holocaust which fascinates all 

of her students and they go to the Holocaust museum to learn more. They get engrossed in the story of 

Anne Frank and they all want to find a way to bring Miep Gies, the woman who hide the Frank 

family, to their school to speak. They decide to hold a fundraiser to raise money to bring Miep Gies 

over. This encourages the community to get involved. They reach their goal and have Miep Gies 

speak to their class. In Bulman's book he says, "Americans believe that the individual is more 

powerful than society, yet we as individuals are dependent upon community" (163). Without the 

support of the community the class would not have been able to reach their goal.  

The type of individualism that is portrayed in Freedom Writers is utilitarian individualism. When 

Bulman discusses utilitarian individualism in his book he states that "In the urban school films, middle-

class teacher-heroes insist that their impoverished students become utilitarian individuals-that they work 

hard in school, set high goals for themselves, and take full individual responsibility for escaping the 

culture of poverty" (19). In one of the scenes Erin Gruwell makes it very clear to her students that they are 

accomplishing their own goals. She does not want them using her as an excuse for why they cannot 

succeed. She says to her students, "You made it to your junior year. Think about how you did that. 

Everyone in this room has a chance to graduate... and you did that not me" (Freedom). She is ensuring 

that her students take responsibility for their own actions and realize that they are accomplishing goals 
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because of their own personal hard work. They are now getting the opportunity to graduate and move on 

in their lives. A lot of the students will be the first ones in their families to graduate from high school.  

In Freedom Writers there are many scenes that illustrate the film's message about 

individualism but there is one scene that captures the essence of individualism. The title of the scene 

is "Home"; however the main topic discussed is a "Toast for Change." In this scene Gruwell has 

bought all of the students in her class four new books that they will be reading during the semester but 

before they take them they have to make a "Toast for Change." Posing as an advocate for change, she 

wants everyone in her class to silence all the voices that have ever told them that they could not 

succeed. Her goal is to make her students realize that from this point on it is their responsibility to 

take control of their lives. For example, one girl thought she was going to get pregnant and drop out 

of school at 16 like her mother but she makes a "Toast for Change," saying, "It's not going to happen" 

(Freedom). Another girl makes a promise to herself that she will no longer deal with abuse. She will 

be strong. Finally, a boy says that his mother kicked him out when he got involved in the gang life, 

but he wants his mother to see him graduate from high school. He wants to see the day that he turns 

18. This scene effectively gets the message of individualism across because the students are willing to 

step away from the norm that is expected of them and instead take responsibility into their own hands 

and do what they want. The students want to make a change in the direction their life is going in. 

They are setting  

goals for themselves that they want to achieve. The students are no longer restrained by the culture 

they live in. They are overcoming the culture of poverty and making a name for themselves.  
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Freedom Writers supports Robert Bulman's thesis. In his thesis Bulman states that: To 

understand how Hollywood makes sense of youth, education, and inequality is to catch a glimpse of 

how we as a society implicitly make sense of these things. If we are to challenge these views-to engage 

in critical dialogue with American culture--it is necessary to exercise our sociological imagination. 

Only by looking at our own lives and at cultural artifacts in the rich complexity of social context can we 

begin to unpack the mysteries and contradictions of American life--and to change it. (168)  

Freedom Writers accurately portrays how the American society looks at the urban sub-genre of films. 

American people in general look down on the lower class and believe in the culture of poverty. These beliefs 

are shown in Freedom Writers and are a reflection of middte-c1ass American culture. In the film Gruwell 

shows her students how their individual lives are connected to the larger picture of society. She helps them 

find the link between the difficulties in their lives to the difficulties that people in the Holocaust faced. 

Gruwell teaches her students that American middle-class values like hard work, free expression, and 

individualism will help them develop into successful people. According to Bulman, middle class values are 

"considered to be the 'normal' experience in American life" (7-8). Bulman's thesis is centered on middle-class 

values and the ability for the American people to make the connection between their personal lives and the 

lives of everyone around them.  
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Chemistry 111, Principles of Chemistry 
Section F8/FA8, Linked Learning 
Community to Biology III Instructor:  

Dr. Riggs-Gelasco  

Class Time:  MWF, 11:00-11 :50  
Lightsey Conference Center Room 344  
Office:  Science Center, room 305  
Phone:  953-7182  
e-mail:  gelascop@cofc.edu 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT D3: THE COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON FIRST-YEAR EXPERIENCE SURVEY  
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT D4: YOUR FIRST COLLEGE YEAR SURVEY  
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT E:  THE ADVISING CURRICULUM 

ACADEMIC ADVISING SYLLABUS 
 

The Academic Advising and Planning Center (AAPC) is dedicated to creating an atmosphere in which students can 
discover their potential, set and reach individual goals, explore and plan appropriate academic programs of study, and 

prepare for the declaration of major in their chosen discipline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Objectives of Advising 
 

 Understand general education and institutional requirements both in and out of your major. 
 Understand the value of a liberal arts and sciences education. 
 Understand the relationship between your chosen major and your career plans. 
 Utilize the resources available to you on campus, such as the Center for Student Learning, Career Center 

and Counseling Services. 
 Explore extracurricular activities to enhance your education and overall college experience. 

 
Advisor and Advisee Responsibilities 

 
To accomplish these objectives your Advisor will:    To accomplish these objectives you will: 
• Assist you in exploring areas of study and 

corresponding career options in order to help you 
choose appropriate majors, minors, and 
concentrations. 

• Explore different majors and career options that 
accompany them. Reflect on your interests and 
values to pick a discipline that is a good fit for you. 

• Actively listen to your questions and concerns and take 
steps to provide information and support as needed. 

• Attend Advising appointments as scheduled, at least 
once per semester. Bring a list of questions or areas 
of interest to discuss. 

• Explain institutional policies and procedures, general 
education requirements, academic programs, and 
student services. 

• Understand the role institutional policies and 
procedures, general education requirements, 
academic programs, and student services play in your 
academic experience. 

• Refer you to campus services, organizations, and 
faculty and staff members as needed to facilitate 
academic performance and enhance your college 
experience. 

• Use campus services, such as the Center for Student 
Learning and Career Center, talk to faculty and staff 
members as needed, and explore extracurricular 
activities in order to facilitate your academic 
achievement. 

• Provide accurate, relevant information to you as it 
becomes available. 

• Follow-up on referrals and inform your Advisor of the 
outcome of referrals. 

• Demonstrate how to use advising tools, such as 
Cougar Trail functions, degree worksheets and 
navigators, and GPA calculators. 

• Use advising tools, Cougar Trail, College websites, 
and the Course Catalog to gather information and 
track your academic progress. 

• Assist you in establishing goals and help you track 
your progress towards those goals. 

• Be thoughtful about your educational plan. Set short 
and long-term goals for your achievement. 

• Create a safe, positive environment in which you are 
free to explore ideas and interests regarding personal, 
academic, and career goals. 

• Meet with your major Advisor, pre-professional 
Advisor(s), professors and other individuals on 
campus who can help you succeed. 

• Communicate with you via your Edisto email account 
and advising appointments. 

• Check your Edisto email account on a regular basis. 
Attend appointments as scheduled. 

• Assist you in the development of decision-making 
skills, self-evaluation skills, and educational plans. 

• Accept responsibility for your decisions and actions. 

• Maintain confidentiality. • Be aware of your rights under the Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) 

 

Location: 2nd floor of the Lightsey Center  
Hours: Monday through Friday 8:30 – 5:00 
Phone: (843) 953-5981    

Fax: (843) 953-4891 
Web site: advising.cofc.edu 
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Policies & Procedures of Academic Advising 

 
►Your Advisor:  New students are assigned an Academic Advisor in the AAPC.  During their first academic 
year, students will have mandatory advising appointments before they register for classes.  They will discuss 
course options, address academic problems or concerns, make decisions about the upcoming semester, and 
explore major/minor options.  After the first year, advising is not mandatory for all students.  However, many 
academic departments do require advising before their majors can register for classes. 
 
►Scheduling:  Appointments are scheduled by calling the AAPC office telephone number:             (843) 953-
5981.  Please have your Advisor’s name handy when making this call.  Don’t know your Advisor’s name?  Log 
onto Cougar Trail and click on “Advisor” on the main page. (E-mailing your Advisor to set up an appointment 
can result in lost time and efficiency.) 
 
►Walk-Ins:  Walk-In appointments are available; however, please be aware that Advisors may be committed 
to previously scheduled appointments and/or meetings.  We will do our best to meet with you in a timely 
fashion.   
 
► Cancellation of Appointments:  We recognize situations arise that may create a need to reschedule or 
cancel your appointment.  A two (2) hour prior-notification is requested.  Reciprocal courtesy will be extended 
to students should Advisors need to cancel.   
 
► No-Show Policy: This policy is not meant to be punitive, but to be fair and equitable to all students.  
During peak advising periods, appointment times are premium.  If you do not notify the office two (2) hours in 
advance that you are unable to keep the appointment, your absence will be noted as a “no-show.”  After two 
no-shows, you will NOT be able to schedule an appointment until after the last Cougar Trail registration entry 
time. 
 
► Etiquette:  Please arrive five (5) minutes early for your appointment. If you are going to be late for your 
appointment, please notify the office immediately.  Whether you are waiting in the AAPC office or meeting 
with your Advisor, please turn off cell phone and text messaging devices. 
 
►Communication Protocol:  E-mail communication via a student’s Edisto account is the official method of 
AAPC communication at the College of Charleston.  Due to privacy regulations, your Advisor will 
communicate solely through the College assigned Edisto account. While some inquiries may be resolved 
through email correspondence, most situations benefit from scheduling a face-to-face appointment for further 
discussion. 
 

Advising Tools & Resources 
 
▪ Academic Advising Website (advising.cofc.edu) 
▪ Cougar Trail (Degree Audits, Registration Status and Holds, Unofficial Transcript) 
▪ Academic Calendar (www.cofc.edu/registrar/courseCalendars.htm) 
▪ Undergraduate Course Catalog (policies and procedures, major/minor requirements, course listings)                              
▪ College of Charleston FIRST book 
▪ GPA Calculators (www.cofc.edu/~undrgrad/GPA.html) 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT F:  NCAA SEMINAR SAMPLE SYLLABUS 
 
 
Ten Sessions  
 
    Topics 
 
Week of 9/7   Introduction 
 
Week of 9/14   SA/Responsibilities  (time management, role model, goals) 
     
Week of 9/21   Center for Student Learning 
    Campus Resources 
 
Week of 9/28   Advising/Liberal Arts Education/Majors/Careers 
     
 
Week of 10/5   Athletics Eligibility/NCAA/SoCon 
    C of C S/A Handbook  
 
Week of 10/19   Success in the Classroom 
    - note taking, test taking, communicating with professor 
 
Week of 10/26   Myers Briggs 
 
Week of 11/2   Leadership/Sportsmanship/Values 
 
Week of 11/9   Diversity/Drugs/Alcohol 
 
Week of 11/16   Former S/A or seniors 
 
 
 
 
Other possible topics:  stress management, nutrition 
 
Fall Break  10/12 and 10/13 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT G:  STUDY ABROAD PARTICIPATION  

 
 
 

          
Graduates with Study Abroad Experience 

          
          
 *A* *B* *C* *D=B+C* *E* *F* *G=D+F* *H* *I = H/A * 

Graduating  
Year 

All CofC 
Graduates 

INST 
Grads 

+Section 
"Txx" in 

Fall/Spring

Grads who 
studied abroad 
for a semester 

or more 
Col D 

Unduplicated

Section 
"Txx" in 
Summer 

Total 
Count: 

Graduates 
with Study 

Abroad 
Experience 

Col G 
Unduplicated Percent 

1996-97 1529 17 22 39 39 106 145 143 9.4% 
1997-98 1515 41 22 63 63 96 159 152 10.0% 
1998-99 1634 51 21 72 71 112 184 174 10.6% 
1999-00 1727 80 18 98 96 115 213 202 11.7% 
2000-01 1694 111 15 126 126 106 232 219 12.9% 
2001-02 1649 112 30 142 140 140 282 269 16.3% 
2002-03 2116 142 70 212 208 139 351 321 15.2% 
2003-04 1953 130 66 196 192 95 291 274 14.0% 
2004-05 1977 127 79 206 203 134 340 312 15.8% 
2005-06 1995 188 65 253 245 136 389 364 18.2% 
2006-07 1927 183 76 259 252 187 446 408 21.2% 
2007-08 2077 262 78 340 335 175 515 487 23.4% 
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66 George Street 
Charleston, SC 29424-0001 

                                                                                                FAX (843) 953-6560 
 
 
 

Coursework Elsewhere Form  
  

 

  
  
Name ______________________________________ID#____________________________________   
  
Email: ____________________________@edisto.cofc.edu   Phone(______)_____________________  
  
I plan to enroll during the _________ (term) of ________ (year) at the following accredited institution     
  
______________________________________________________________________   
Name of Accredited Institution (NO ABBREVIATIONS)                  City & State   
  

  

  

• Total Earned Hours:________   
  Hours Earned + Currently 
Enrolled Hours + Requested Hours 
≤ 87 Hours  
  Rising seniors (> 87 hours) 
must complete a Senior Petition  

Student is to initial by each:   
  I have checked to see if each course will cause a repeat on my record.  Transfer credit will not be 
awarded for a duplication of credits already earned. Please refer to the Undergraduate Catalog for the 
College’s repeat policy. Permission to take a course does not override repeat rule policies. ________  
  I understand that a maximum of 60 hours from a two year institution and 92 hours from a four 
year institution total may be transferred. No more than 8 semester hours total of PEHD/THTR 
activity/dance courses may be applied towards a CofC degree.  _________  
  A grade of “C” (2.0 on a 4.0 scale) or better is required for transfer of courses. Only credit hours 
from a regionally accredited institution will be transferred back to CofC. _________  
  I understand that actual credit awarded is dependent on actual credit earned and is posted after the 
official transcript is received and is contingent upon being in accordance with the policies and guidelines set 
forth in the College of Charleston Catalog. ___________  
  FOR PROOF OF PERMISSION TO SUBMIT TO THE OTHER SCHOOL, PRINT THE 
“TRANSIENT PERMISSION FORM” ON THE REGISTRAR’S WEBSITE AND ATTACH YOUR 
TRANSFER CREDIT SUMMARY FROM COUGAR TRAIL. ___________

I have read the policies regarding transfer credit and fully understand that the Registrar has the right to adjust 
my academic record (delete or revise any transfer credit) added on or after this date if this credit does not 
completely comply with all College of Charleston policies and regulations.   ALLOW 3-5 BUSINESS DAYS 
FOR PROCESSING.  You should refer to your Cougar Trail Transfer Credits for notification of course work 
approval.  
  
_______________________________________     ____________________________________________  Student Signature         Date  

  

External Course ID  
(i.e. BI  101)  

External Course Title  
(i.e. Intro to Biology  

(Office Use Only)   

  
1.  

     

  
2.  

     

  
3.  
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT H:  JUDICIARY DOCUMENTS 
 

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON 
 

Honor Code 
 
The Honor Code of the College of Charleston specifically forbids: 
 
A. Lying: knowingly furnishing false information, orally or in writing, including but not limited 
to deceit or efforts to deceive relating to academic work, to information legitimately sought by 
an official or employee of the College, and to testimony before individuals authorized to 
inquire or investigate conduct; lying also includes the fraudulent use of identification cards. 
 
B. Cheating: the actual giving or receiving of unauthorized, dishonest assistance that might 
give one student an unfair advantage over another in the performance of any assigned, 
graded academic work, inside or outside of the classroom, and by any means whatsoever, 
including but not limited to fraud, duress, deception, theft, talking, making signs, gestures, 
copying, electronic messaging, photography, unauthorized reuse of previously graded work, 
unauthorized dual submission, unauthorized collaboration and unauthorized use or possession 
of study aids, memoranda, books, data, or other information. The term cheating includes 
engaging in any behavior related to graded academic work specifically prohibited by a faculty 
member in the course syllabus or class discussion. 
 
C. Attempted cheating: a willful act designed to accomplish cheating, but falling short of 
that goal. 
 
D. Stealing: the unauthorized taking or appropriating of property from the College or from 
another member of the college community. Note also that stealing includes unauthorized 
copying of and unauthorized access to computer software. 
 
E. Attempted stealing: a willful act designed to accomplish stealing, but falling short of that 
goal. 
 
F. Plagiarism: 
1. The verbatim repetition, without acknowledgement, of the writings of another 
author. All significant phrases, clauses, or passages, taken directly from source 
material must be enclosed in quotation marks and acknowledged either in the text 
itself or in footnotes/endnotes. 
2. Borrowing without acknowledging the source. 
3. Paraphrasing the thoughts of another writer without acknowledgement. 
4. Allowing any other person or organization to prepare work which one then submits 
as his/her own. 
 
G. Penalties (Sanctions) for Violations of the Honor Code 
1. XF – Transcript Notation (See Appendix A for full description.) 
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a) The grade of “XF” has been added to our grading options at the College. 
The grade of XF means failure due to academic dishonesty. If a student is 
found responsible for an act of “serious” academic dishonesty, the instructor 
for that course must assign an XF. The XF remains on the student's official 
transcript for a minimum of 2 years. After 2 years, the student can petition 
the Honor Board for removal of the X. The F will remain. 
 
b) Instructors, with assistance from the Dean of Students if requested, will 
assess whether the behavior of the student falls into one of three classes: 
 
Class 1 – act involves significant premeditation; conspiracy and/or intent to 
deceive, e.g., purchasing a research paper. Penalties: XF and either 
suspension or expulsion assigned if student found responsible by Honor Board. 
 
Class 2 – act involves deliberate failure to comply with assignment directions, 
some conspiracy and/or intent to deceive, e.g., use of the Internet when 
prohibited, some fabricated endnotes or data, copying several answers from 
another student’s test. Penalties: XF and other sanctions assigned if student 
found responsible by Honor Board. 
 
Class 3 – act mostly due to ignorance, confusion and/or poor communication 
between instructor and class, e.g., unintentional violation of the class rules on 
collaboration.  
 
Penalties: Student and instructor agree upon the response 
and forward agreement to Dean of Students. See “Class 3 Report and 
Resolution Form” on the Student Affairs, Honor System website. 
 
2. Other penalties for violations of the Honor Code range up to and include expulsion 
from the College. Other penalties may be combined with the XF. Attempted cheating, 
attempted stealing, and the knowing possession of stolen property shall be subject to 
the same punishment as the other offenses. Because the potential penalties for an 
Honor Code violation are extremely serious, all students should be thoroughly familiar 
with the above definitions and be guided by them. 
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COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON  
 

Student Code of Conduct 
 

The following Student Code of Conduct is in force while on College premises or at College sponsored 
or supervised activities. The Student Affairs Office shall determine, on a case-by case 
basis, whether an incident that occurs off campus jeopardizes the College or members of 
the college community in pursuit of their institutional and educational goals and thus falls 
within the scope of the Honor System. (See also section on “Off-Campus Jurisdiction.”)  
 
The Student Code of Conduct of the College of Charleston specifically forbids: 
A. Acts of dishonesty, including but not limited to the following: 
1. Furnishing false information to any college official, faculty member, or office. 
2. Forgery, alteration, or misuse of any college or non-college document, record, or instrument of 
identification. 
3. Tampering with the election of any college-recognized student organization. 
 
B. Disruption or obstruction of teaching, research, administration, disciplinary proceedings, other college 
activities, including its public service functions on or off Campus, or other authorized non-college 
activities, when the act occurs on college premises. 
 
C. Physical abuse, verbal abuse, threats, intimidation, harassment, sexual harassment, stalking, sexual 
assault, coercion, and/or other conduct which threatens or endangers the health or safety of self or any 
person. 
 
D. Sexual misconduct (See Sexual Misconduct Policy below). 
 
E. Attempted or actual theft of and/or damage, (including, but not limited to any form of vandalism or 
arson) to property of the College or property of a member of the College community or other personal or 
public property, on or off campus; and/or knowingly possessing stolen property or unauthorized 
possession of College property or property of a member of the College community, on or off campus. 
 
F. Hazing, defined as an act which endangers the mental or physical health or safety of a student, which 
subjects a student to harassment, ridicule, intimidation, physical exhaustion, abuse, or mental distress, or 
which destroys or removes public or private property, for the purpose of initiation, admission into, 
affiliation with, or as a condition for continued membership in a group or organization. The express or 
implied consent of the victim will not be a defense. Apathy and/or acquiescence in the presence of 
hazing are not neutral acts; they are violations of this rule. 
 
G. Failure to comply with directions of College officials or law enforcement officers acting in 
performance of their duties and/or failure to identify oneself to these persons when requested to do so. 
 
H. Unauthorized possession, duplication, or use of keys to any College premises, trespassing or 
unauthorized entry to or use of College premises. 
 
I. Violation of published college policies, rules, and/or regulations published in hard copy or available 
electronically on the College of Charleston website. 
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J. Violation of federal, state, or local law. 
 
K. Use, possession*, manufacturing, intent to distribute, distribution, dispensation, attempted purchase of 
marijuana, cocaine, narcotics or other controlled substances, including prescription medications, except 
as expressly permitted by law. The possession or sale of drug paraphernalia (such as scales, roach clips, 
bongs, water pipes, glass pipes, cocaine spoons). 
(For more information about violations and our responses to drug-related activity see Drug Policy 
below.) 
 
L. Use, possession*, manufacturing or distribution of alcoholic beverages, except as expressly permitted 
by the law and college regulations, or public intoxication. Alcoholic beverages may not, in any 
circumstance, be used by, possessed by or distributed to any person under twenty-one (21) years of age. 
(For more information about our responses to alcohol-related activity see Alcohol Policies below and 
The Guide to Residence Living and The Compass.) 
 
M. Illegal or unauthorized possession of firearms, explosives, other weapons, or dangerous chemicals on 
College premises or use of any such item, even if legally possessed, in a manner that harms, threatens or 
causes fear to others. 
 
N. Participating in a campus demonstration or off-campus demonstration, riot or activity that disrupts the 
normal operations of the College and/or infringes on the rights of other members of the College 
community; leading or inciting others to disrupt scheduled and/or normal activities within any campus 
building or area. 
 
O. Obstruction of the free flow of pedestrian or vehicular traffic on College premises or at College-
sponsored or supervised functions. 
 
P. Conduct that is disorderly, lewd, or indecent; breach of peace; or aiding, abetting, or procuring another 
person to breach the peace on College premises or at functions sponsored by, or participated in, by the 
College or members of the academic community. 
 
Q. Facilitating and/or accepting improper behavior: Facilitating and/or accepting improper behavior are 
defined as aiding or choosing not to confront a person violating the Honor Code, 
Code of Conduct or other regulation, choosing not to leave such a situation, or choosing not to 
tell a College staff member about the code violation. ** 
 
R. Use of any technology to create, display or distribute an audio, video, digital file, picture or film of 
another individual without that person’s knowledge and consent while the person is in a place where he 
or she would have reasonable expectation of privacy. 
 
S. Theft or other abuse of the campus network, computers, or computer time, including but not limited 
to: 
 
1. Unauthorized entry into a file to use, read, or change the contents or for any other purpose. 
2. Unauthorized transfer of a file. 
3. Unauthorized use of another individual’s identification and/or password. 
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4. Use of computing facilities and resources to send obscene or abusive messages. 
5. Use of computers or computing facilities and resources to interfere with the work of another student, 
faculty member, or college official. 
6. Use of computing facilities and resources in violation of copyright laws. 
7. Any violation of the College’s information technology policies. 
 
T. Abuse of the judicial system, including but not limited to: 
1. Failure to obey the notice of a judicial body or college official to appear for a meeting or hearing as 
part of a judicial process. 
2. Falsification, distortion, or misrepresentation of information before a judicial body. 
3. Disruption or interference with the orderly conduct of a judicial proceeding. 
4. Institution of a judicial proceeding knowingly without cause. 
5. Attempting to discourage an individual’s proper participation in, or use of, the judicial system. 
6. Attempting to influence the impartiality of a member of a judicial body prior to, and/or during the 
course of, the judicial proceeding. 
7. Harassment (verbal or physical) and/or intimidation of a member of a judicial body prior to, during, 
and/or after a judicial proceeding. 
8. Failure to comply with the sanction(s) imposed under the Honor System. 
9. Influencing or attempting to influence another person to commit an abuse of the judicial system. 
 
* Possession 
Possession as used in this Code is defined as having actual knowledge of a substance or property and/or 
being in such close proximity to the substance or property that it is a reasonable presumption that one 
had knowledge of the substance or property. For example, 1) those in a room where a controlled or 
prohibited substance is present would be presumed to be in possession of the substance absent 
compelling evidence to the contrary or 2) a bong found on a desk during a health and safety inspection 
would be presumed to be the possession of the student to whom the desk belongs absent compelling 
evidence to the contrary. 
 
** Facilitating and/or Accepting Improper Behavior 
Making this choice is an interpersonal communication issue. As such, the typical sanction is a warning 
and/or a session that teaches students how to confront others in difficult situations, decision-making 
skills, and interpersonal communication. Facilitating or Accepting Improper Behavior is a violation that 
should occur once. The College’s expectation is that students who are found responsible for this situation 
will learn from it and not repeat it. In cases where students are respondent of Facilitating or Accepting 
Improper Behavior a second time, additional charges beyond Facilitating or Accepting Improper 
Behavior (e.g., Possession) will usually be incurred with their resulting sanctions. A student in the 
presence of a policy violation and who is not actively involved, has three choices: 1) leave the situation; 
2) ask the student(s) to stop the behavior and/or take it out of the room; or 3) seek assistance from a 
college staff member (for example: Resident Assistant or Public Safety). A student, who does not do any 
of the above, can be held responsible for the policy violation. 
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HONOR SYSTEM  
Flow Figure 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT I:  THE SENIOR-YEAR EXPERIENCE MATRIX AND COURSE DESCRIPTIONS* 

Major 
Senior 

Experience 
Required? 
 (If Yes:) 

Exploration 
of Major 

Real  
World 

Experience 
Research 

Senior 
Coursework 
and the  
General 
Education 
Competencies 

If No: 
 What is 
offered 

ETC, Some 
other company 
or homegrown 

Accounting and 
Legal Studies No           ANTH 491: 2, 6     Yes, ETS 

Anthropology Yes  X  X          
Yes, Developed 
by Dept. 

Art History Yes  X     X        No 

Arts 
Management Yes     X           No 

Biology Yes/No  X     X     Not with a B.A.  No 

Caribbean 
Studies No             

Study Abroad 
encouraged not 
required 

No 

Chemistry and 
Biochemistry Yes  X     X        Yes, ETS 

Classics Yes        X        No 

Communication Yes  X  X    

COMM 407: 1, 2, 6 
 
COMM 476: 
1,2,3,5,6  
 
COMM 499: 
1,2,3,5,6 

   No 

Computer 
Science Yes  X  X  X        No 

Discovery 
Informatics Yes  X     X        No 

Economics and 
Finance Yes  X        ECON 400: 1,2,6     Yes, ETS 

Elementary and 
Early 
Childhood 
Education 

Yes     X     EDEE 459: 1,2,3,6     Yes, ETS 

English No             

Yes: take the 
Creative 
Writing 
Concentration 

No 

Foundations, 
Secondary and 
Special 
Education 

Yes     X           Yes, ETS 

French and 
Francophone 
Studies 

No             

Independent 
Study, Seminar 
and Bachelor's 
Essay offered 
as Electives 
FREN: 490, 498, 
499 

No 

Geology and 
Environmental 
Geosciences 

Yes  X  X  X        No 

 
* Course descriptions of these courses may be following the Matrix. 
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Major 
Senior 

Experience 
Required? 
 (If Yes:) 

Exploration  
of Major 

Real  
World 

Experience 
Research Gen Ed 

Comp. 
If No: What is 

offered 
ETC, Some 

other company 
or homegrown 

German and 
Slavic Studies No             

Independent 
Study and Seminar 
offered as 
Electives GRMN: 
490, 498 

No 

Health and 
Human 
Performance 

Yes  X  X    
EDFS 460: 
1,5,6 

   No 

Hispanic 
Studies No             

Independent 
Study, Seminar 
and Bachelor's 
Essay offered as 
Electives SPAN: 
490, 498, 499 

No 

Historic 
Preservation 
and 
Community 
Planning 

Yes  X  X  X 
HPCP 415: 
1,2,3,6 

   No 

History Yes        X 

HIST 410: 
1,2,3,6         
HIST 441: 
1,2,3,4,6       
HIST 470: 
1,2,3,4,6 

   No 

Honors 
College Yes  X     X        No 

Hospitality and 
Tourism 
Management 

Yes     X    

HTMT 
444: 
1,2,5,6       
HTMT 
488: 
1,2,4,5,6 

   Yes, ETS 

Management 
and 
Entrepreneurs
hip 

No             

Independent 
Study and 
Intership are 
Electives MGMT: 
420, 444, 445,499 

Yes, ETS 

Marketing and 
Supply Chain 
Management 

No             

Independent 
Study and 
Internship 
Electives MKTG: 
(420, 425, 444, 
499) 

Yes, ETS 

Mathematics Yes  X  X  X        No 

Music No             

By default has to 
take either a 
seminar or 
research subject 
MUSC: 444, 445, 
460,475, 499 

No 

Philosophy Yes  X              No 
Physics and 
Astronomy Yes  X  X  X        No 

Political 
Science Yes  X     X 

POLS 499: 
1,2,3,6       
POLS 405: 
1,2,3,5,6 

   No 

Psychology Yes        X       
Yes, Developed by 
Dept. 
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Major 

Senior 
Experience 
Required? 
 (If Yes:) 

Exploration  
of Major 

Real World 
Experience Research Gen Ed 

Comp Other If No: What is 
offered 

ETC, Some 
other 

company or 
homegrown 

Sociology Yes  X             
Yes,  developed 
by Dept. 

 

Studio Art No                

Optional 
Independent 
Study (ARTS 
499) 

No 

Theatre No                    No 

Urban Studies Yes X X X       No 

 
 
 
Course Descriptions of Discipline-specific Senior Experiences 
 
ANTH 491 RESEARCH METHODS (3): This course reviews a variety of ways in which anthropological 
research is conducted OR ANTH 493 FIELD SCHOOL IN ARCHAEOLOGY (8):  A comprehensive 
archaeological field school that meets Society of Professional Archaeologists’ standards. Students will 
participate in ongoing research conducted by The Charleston Museum and will receive systematic in-depth 
training in all phases of basic archaeological field research including surface survey, excavation, map 
construction, photography, data interpretation and artifact processing and analysis. Continuous eight-hour/day 
participation from first day of Maymester through the last day of the Summer I is required for the eight hours 
of credit. 
 
ARTH 415 ADVANCED SEMINAR IN ART AND ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY (3): An advanced seminar in a 
specific area of art history, requiring a research paper and oral presentations by the student. Successful 
completion of this course is a requirement for completion of the major in art history. Topics will vary 
depending on the member of the art history faculty directing the seminar. 
 
ARTM 400 INTERNSHIP IN ARTS MANAGEMENT (3): Provides students an experiential learning and 
research opportunity with a sponsoring arts-oriented organization.  
 
BIOL 455 SEMINAR IN MOLECULAR BIOLOGY (2):  Required “capstone” course for majors emphasizing 
molecular biology. 
  
CHEM 492 SENIOR SEMINAR (1): A weekly seminar to be taken during the calendar year in which a student 
is to graduate. Oral and written projects will be required as well as an exit examination. Seminar, one hour per 
week. 
 
CLAS 401 RESEARCH SEMINAR IN CLASSICS (3): A topical seminar focused around a central theme, 
figure or issue in ancient Greek or Roman civilization. A major research paper is required. Specific topic will 
be listed with the course title when offered. May be repeated for credit if the topic varies. 
 
COMM 301 COMMUNICATION RESEARCH METHODS (3): Qualitative and quantitative methods employed 
in communication research, including experiments, surveys, textual analysis, and ethnography., COMM 407 
SEMINAR IN COMMUNICATION MANAGEMENT (3): A seminar course on the problems, issues, and 
practices affecting the business and management of mass media, including labor and personnel, advertising, 
circulation, news/editorial, ratings and shares, ethics, and issues management. Lectures by visiting media 
professionals. 
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COMM 435 PUBLIC RELATIONS CAMPAIGNS (3): The course builds on concepts learned in COMM 235 
and COMM 335, with a primary emphasis on group work on behalf of an outside client. Students will engage 
in significant research elements such as focus groups and surveys, as well as budgets and timetables. 
Students formally present comprehensive findings and proposals (a portfolio/plan book) to the client. 
 
COMM 476 CAPSTONE IN CORPORATE AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION (3): This course 
provides students in the corporate and organizational communication concentration with a culminating 
experience at the conclusion of major coursework. Students integrate theory and practice as they conduct 
research and perform critical analyses using key concepts and methodologies of the discipline. Whenever 
possible, student work will be evaluated by both internal and external constituents.  
 
COMM 495 FIELD INTERNSHIP (1-3): This course provides the student with practical experience working 
with communication-related organizations (mass media, business, museums, chambers of commerce, 
government, and service-related organizations). Course may be taken more than once, but no more than 
three credits may be earned. OR  
 
COMM 499 BACHELOR’S ESSAY (6): A year-long research and writing project done during the senior year 
under the close supervision of a tutor from the department. A proposal must be submitted in writing and 
approved by the departmental honors committee prior to registration for the course. Students will confer 
regularly with their tutor both on the progress of their research (in the first term) and on the drafts of their 
paper (in the second term). The finished paper will normally be 50 or more pages and will reflect detailed 
research in the field. 
 
CSCI 462 SOFTWARE ENGINEERING PRACTICUM (3): This course provides hands-on experience in the 
practice of group based software development. Student teams utilize development tools and techniques to 
implement software solutions to moderately complex problems. This project-based component provides a 
framework in which students gain both understanding and insight into the application of software engineering 
principles. Lectures three hours per week. 
  
ECON 400 SENIOR SEMINAR IN ECONOMICS (3): A seminar on particular problems or questions in 
economic policy. Topics will vary. Designed to be a capstone course, this seminar is required of all economics 
majors. The tools of economic analysis developed in the prerequisite courses will be used to analyze 
particular economic problems. Prerequisites: Senior standing and the successful completion of an entrance 
examination administered by the economics faculty; ECON 200, 201, 317, 318; DSCI 232; MATH 104 or 250, 
105 or 120; or permission of the instructor. 
 
EDEE 455 EARLY CHILDHOOD CLINICAL PRACTICE (3), EDEE 457 ELEMENTARY GRADES CLINICAL 
PRACTICE (3), EDEE 459 MIDDLE GRADES CLINICAL PRACTICE (3): In this course, candidates engage in 
full-time teaching in a P–3, 2-6 and 5-8 grade classroom. They assume all of the responsibilities of a 
professional teacher. Under the supervision of a cooperating teacher and a college supervisor, candidates 
complete a long-range plan, take over full-time teaching and non-instructional responsibilities and participate 
in professional activities outside of the classroom and in weekly seminars. 
  
EDFS 460 CLINICAL PRACTICE IN THE CONTENT AREAS (12): A course designed for candidates seeking 
secondary or K–12 program certification in a particular field of specialization. Candidates are placed in a 
public school setting for intensive and continuous involvement within the context of the total instructional 
process for at least 60 full days (12 weeks). Weekly seminars also are required. Candidates must apply for 
admission to clinical practice one semester prior to enrollment. 
  
GEOL 492 SENIOR SEMINAR (1): Weekly seminar to be taken during the calendar year in which a geology 
major is to graduate. The purpose of the course is to prepare the students for a career in geology and to 
present recent advancements in the field through seminars and discussions. One hour per week. 
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EDFS 460 CLINICAL PRACTICE IN THE CONTENT AREAS (12): A course designed for candidates seeking 
secondary or K–12 program certification in a particular field of specialization. Candidates are placed in a 
public school setting for intensive and continuous involvement within the context of the total instructional 
process for at least 60 full days (12 weeks). Weekly 
seminars also are required. Candidates must apply for admission to clinical practice one semester prior to 
enrollment. OR  
 
PEHD 498 CAPSTONE EXP IN EXERCISE SCIENCE (3): The capstone experience is a culmination of 
coursework in exercise science. It provides the opportunity to critically analyze and conduct contemporary 
research, practice in a clinical setting, evaluate the current and future trends in the discipline and discuss 
personal and professional challenges that will exist following commencement. 
  
HPCP 410 INTERNSHIP (1-6):Internships are intended to provide the opportunity for the student to apply 
knowledge and skills learned during a normal course of study to actual situations encountered in work with 
area arts or preservation organizations. Interested students should contact the internship director for specific 
placement opportunities and application information.  
 
HPCP 415 SENIOR SEMINAR (3): Capstone course for historic preservation and community planning 
majors. Seminar topics will announced. Prerequisite: senior standing or permission of the instructor. 
 
HIST 470 RESEARCH SEMINAR IN PREMODERN HISTORY (3): Research Seminar in Pre-Modern History 
to 1500 with a major research paper required. Specific topic will be listed with the course title when offered.  

HIST 441 RESEARCH SEMINAR IN MODERN EUROPEAN HISTORY (3):  A topical seminar focused on 
central historical problems in European history since 1500 with a major research paper required. Specific 
topic will be listed with the course title when offered.  

HIST 461 RESEARCH SEMINAR IN MODERN ASIA, AFRICA, LATIN AMERICA (3): A topical seminar 
focused on central historical problems in Asia, Africa, or Latin America since 1500 with a major research 
paper required. Specific topic will be listed with the course title when offered. 

 HIST 410 RESEARCH SEMINAR IN U.S. HISTORY (3): A topical seminar focused around a central 
historical problem in U.S. history with a major research paper required. Specific topic will be listed with the 
course title when offered.    

HIST 420 RESEARCH SEMINAR IN LOWCOUNTRY HISTORY (3):  A topical seminar focused around a 
central historical problem in the history of the Lowcountry (the tide-water and the adjacent islands between 
Winyah Bay and Florida). The course will consider the European, African, and Caribbean components of 
Lowcountry culture.Specific topic will be listed with the course title when offered. OR  
 
HIST 450 RESEARCH SEMINAR IN COMPARATIVE/TRANSNATIONAL HISTORY (3): Intensive 
examination of a specific topic. Topic will be listed with the course title when offered. 
 
HONS 499 BACHELOR’S ESSAY (6): A year-long research and writing project done during the senior year 
under the close supervision of a tutor. The student must take the initiative in seeking a tutor to help in both the 
design and the supervision of the project. A project proposal must be submitted in writing and approved by 
the Honors College committee prior to registration for the course. 
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HTMT 444 HOSPITALITY MANAGEMENT INTERNSHIP (3): A complementary source of learning and 
enhancement to the student’s academic program and career objectives through experiential education 
engaging the student in a unique three-way partnership between an approved hospitality partner, the 
university and the student. The overall unique learning experience will be guided by a Learning Contract, 
outlining specific work-related experiences and academic components designed to enhance the student’s 
knowledge. Finally, a series of regularly scheduled reflection and learning sessions conducted by faculty with 
support of industry leaders will be required. A maximum of three (3) hours of internship credit will be awarded. 
Prerequisites: senior status and declared major in hospitality and tourism management or permission of the 
instructor.  

HTMT 488 STRATEGIC HOSPITALITY AND TOUR MANAGEMENT (3): This course is the capstone course 
for the HTM program. The course involves the integration and application of interdisciplinary management 
concepts, theories, and practices instrumental to management success within the hospitality and tourism 
industry. 

MATH 490 PRACTICUM IN MATHEMATICS (3): This course is intended to give students real-world 
experiences in applications of mathematics through internships, case studies or projects undertaken by small 
groups of students under faculty supervision or the joint supervision of a faculty member and an industrial 
mathematician. It is the student’s responsibility to submit a written practicum proposal to the applied 
mathematics committee in the semester prior to that in which the practicum is to be done (normally in the 
senior year). Reports will be submitted by the students describing and analyzing their internships or projects. 
  
PHIL 450 SENIOR SEMINAR IN PHILOSOPHY (3): An intensive examination of a selected perspective or 
tradition, problem or philosopher. May be repeated for credit. 
 
PHYS 420 SENIOR RESEARCH (3): Conducting, writing, and presenting the results of the research project 
prepared in PHYS 419. The presentation must be at a scientific forum approved by the research advisor. This 
course will normally be taken during the spring semester of the senior year. OR  
 
PHYS 499 BACHELOR’S ESSAY (6): A year-long research and writing project done during the senior year 
under the close supervision of a tutor from the department. The student must take the initiative in seeking a 
tutor to help in both the design and the supervision of the project. A project proposal must be submitted in 
writing and approved by the department prior to registration for the course. A student may not receive credit 
for both PHYS 420 and PHYS 499. 
 
POLS 405 CAPSTONE SEMINAR (3): The Capstone Seminar provides political science majors with a 
culminating and integrative experience at the end of the major coursework. The seminar, required of all 
majors, provides students with the opportunity to do research and develop a critical analysis utilizing the key 
concepts and methodologies across the subfields of the discipline. A variety of topics will be offered each 
year. 
 
PSYC 250 PSYCHOLOGICAL STATISTICS AND RESEARCH METHODS (3): Equivalent to PSYC 211 ad 
220. A survey of elementary statistical techniques and standard research methods used by psychologists. 
This course integrates the content of PSYC 211 and 220 while providing an introduction to the analysis of 
research data with statistical software. 
 
SOCY 491 SOCIOLOGY CAPSTONE (1): A crystallization of knowledge and appreciation of the discipline. 
Attention given to methodological, theoretical and substantive issues germane to sociology. 
  
URST 499 BACHELOR’S ESSAY (6): Independent research for the student who is a candidate for honors in 
the major. The student must take the initiative in seeking faculty help in both the design and the supervision of 
the project. A project proposal must be submitted in writing and approved by the faculty prior to registration for 
the course. 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT J:  THE COLLEGE SENIOR SURVEY (CSS) 

 
 



 

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 296 
   
 

 



 

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 297 
   
 

 
 



 

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 298 
   
 

 
 



 

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 299 
   
 



COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 300 
 

 
 



 

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON                                            SACS SECOND MONITORING REPORT ▪ 301 
   
 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENT K:  MAPP INFORMATION 
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MAPP 
Measures of Academic Proficiency and Progress 

  
Demographic Analysis Report 

Program Enrolled 

College of Charleston  
Abbreviated  
Test Description: Abbreviated Form A Paper  
Number of students tested: 199  
Number of students included in these 
statistics: 195  
Number of students excluded (see roster): 4 

Cohort Name:  TEST DATE: 2009-05-
06T00:00:00-04:00  
Close Date:  05/11/2009   

   

   Number Total 
Score 

Critical 
Thinking Reading Writing Mathematics Humanities Social 

Sciences
Natural 

Sciences

Total Group 195 453.93  
(18.64) 

114.61 
(6.14) 

120.86 
(5.66) 

115.96 
(4.51) 

115.21  
(5.72) 

117.36  
(6.42) 

116.33 
(5.57) 

117.36 
(4.92) 

AA/AS 0 N/A 

BA/BS 181 454.75  
(18.59) 

114.92 
(5.99) 

120.92 
(5.64) 

116.07 
(4.54) 

115.45  
(5.72) 

117.54  
(6.49) 

116.57 
(5.39) 

117.44 
(4.96) 

Transfer Program 0 N/A 

Career/Vocational 1 N/A 

Certificate 0 N/A 

Life-Long 
Learning 1 N/A 

Work Force 
Training 0 N/A 

Other 0 N/A  
 
The mean score is presented on the top of each cell, with the standard deviation below in 
parentheses.  
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MAPP 
Measures of Academic Proficiency and Progress 

  
Summary of Proficiency Classifications 

To show how many students are proficient at each level 

College of Charleston  
Abbreviated Form  
Test Description: Abbreviated Form A Paper  
Number of students tested: 199  
Number of students included in these 
statistics: 195  
Number of students excluded (see roster): 4 

Cohort Name:  TEST DATE: 2009-05-
06T00:00:00-04:00  
Close Date:  05/11/2009  
Student Level:  All   

   

Skill Dimension  Proficiency Classification 

  Proficient Marginal Not Proficient 

Reading, Level 1 81% 14% 5% 

Reading, Level 2 55% 19% 26% 

Critical Thinking 11% 27% 62% 

  

Writing, Level 1 76% 21% 4% 

Writing, Level 2 33% 37% 30% 

Writing, Level 3 13% 35% 51% 

  

Mathematics, 
Level 1 72% 17% 11% 

Mathematics, 
Level 2 44% 28% 28% 

Mathematics, 
Level 3 11% 28% 61% 

  

       

 
 
The skills measured by the MAPP test 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 table and graph show the number and percentage 
of students who are proficient, marginal, and not proficient at each proficiency level in reading and critical thinking, writing, and 
mathematics. A student classified as marginal is one whose test results do not provide enough evidence to classify the student either as 
proficient or as not proficient. See the User's Guide for more information about these classifications, including a list of the specific 
skills associated with each proficiency level in each skill area.  
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MAPP 

Measures of Academic Proficiency and Progress 
  

Summary of Scaled Scores 
To show the ability of the group taking the test 

College of Charleston  
Abbreviated  
Test Description: Abbreviated Form A Paper  
Number of students tested: 199  
Number of students included in these statistics: 
195  
Number of students excluded (see roster): 4  

Cohort Name:  TEST DATE: 2009-05-06T00:00 
Close Date:  05/11/2009  
Student Level:  All   

  

 
The confidence limits are based on the assumption that the questions contributing to each scaled score are a sample from a much larger set of possible 
questions that could have been used to measure those same skills. If the group of students taking the test is a sample from some larger population of 
students eligible to be tested, the confidence limits include both sampling of students and sampling of questions as factors that could cause the mean 
score to vary. The confidence limits indicate the precision of the mean score of the students actually tested, as an estimate of the "true population 
mean" - the mean score that would result if all the students in the population could somehow be tested with all possible questions. These confidence 
limits were computed by a procedure that has a 95 percent probability of producing upper and lower limits that will surround the true population mean. 
The population size used in the calculation of the confidence limits for the mean scores in this report is 195. 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT L:  ALUMNI SURVEY INFORMATION 
1-YEAR ALUMNI SURVEY 
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5- YEAR ALUMNI SURVEY 
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENT M:  DATA TABLES FOR GRE SCORES 
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