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Introduction 
 

General Education was last assessed in 2012.  At that time, the assessment report 
addressed the old General Education curriculum and established benchmarks meant to inform 
assessment of the Pathways curriculum, which launched in the fall 2013 semester.  This report 
marks the beginning of our assessment of the Pathways General Education curriculum as offered 
at John Jay.  Throughout the spring 2015 semester, a new plan for General Education assessment 
was drafted.  The plan was discussed and revised by the General Education Subcommittee of the 
Undergraduate Curriculum and Academic Standards Committee (UCASC). 
 

Because of the time it took to draft the plan, it was impractical to carry out assessment as 
specified in the plan.  Specifically, it would have placed an extraordinary burden on faculty 
teaching General Education courses to ask them for samples of student work at the time the most 
recent draft of the plan was written.  Direct assessment this semester is, therefore, limited to Part 
A of the Required Core (English Composition).  The faculty directors of the Writing Program 
shared the ENG 201 portfolios they collected for their own assessment.  Assignments from these 
portfolios comprise the sample used to assess English Composition. 
 

While this is not a “pilot” assessment, it is nonetheless incomplete.  With a plan in place, 
and the ability to start working at the beginning of the fall 2015 semester, we intend to collect 
samples of student work from ENG 101 and courses in the Flexible Core and College Option to 
complete the assessment of critical thinking, information literacy, and writing skills presented 
here.  This is in addition to the assessment activities scheduled to take place during the 2015-
2016 academic year. 
 
Learning Outcomes Assessed 
 

During the spring semester we assessed the learning outcomes listed under Part A of the 
Required Core (English Composition): 
 
A course in this area must meet all of the following learning outcomes. A student will: 

1. Read and listen critically and analytically, including identifying an argument’s major 
assumptions and assertions and evaluating its supporting evidence. 

2. Write clearly and coherently in varied, academic formats (such as formal essays, 
research papers, and reports) using standard English and appropriate technology to 
critique and improve one’s own and others’ texts. 

3. Demonstrate research skills using appropriate technology, including gathering, 
evaluating, and synthesizing primary and secondary sources. 

4. Support a thesis with well-reasoned arguments, and communicate persuasively 
across a variety of contexts, purposes, audiences, and media. 

5. Formulate original ideas and relate them to the ideas of others by employing the 
conventions of ethical attribution and citation. 

 
Note that bold words in the above list indicate the abbreviated name that will be used in the text 
of this report to refer to each of these learning outcomes. 
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Direct Assessment Procedure 
 

Critical thinking, information literacy, and writing skills were assessed using samples of 
writing from 47 portfolios from sections of ENG 201 offered during the spring 2015 semester.  
Prior to the scoring session, Prof. Sidman selected writing samples from each of the 
portfolios.  Priority was given to work completed towards the end of the semester and especially 
to work conducive to assessment of all three skills (e.g., research papers, essays).  The full 
sample includes a variety of written work including research papers, short essays, and creative 
writing projects. 

 
Direct assessment was conducted by applying the Critical Thinking, Information 

Literacy, and Written Communication rubrics created by the Association of American Colleges 
& Universities (AAC&U) through their Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate 
Education (VALUE) project.  The VALUE rubric for each skill set (e.g., critical thinking) 
contains several items (e.g., explanation of issues).  Within each item, the rubric presents criteria 
that should be met for different levels of work: benchmark, milestone 2, milestone 3, and 
capstone.  We translate these levels into course levels (100 through 400 respectively) and use the 
criteria as our expectation for work performed at a given level.  For example, working meeting 
the criteria of the 200-level (milestone 2) would be scored as exceeding expectations in a 100-
level course, meeting expectations in a 200-level course, and failing to meet expectations in a 
300-level course.  These rubrics and the mapping of rubric items onto the learning outcomes of 
English Composition are presented in the Appendix.  Student work was scored in a scoring 
session held on June 24, 2015, by Prof. Sidman and several members of the General Education 
Subcommittee: 

 
Jean Carmalt (Political Science), Marie-Helen Maras (Security, Fire & Emergency 
Management), Matthew Perry (Gender Studies), Judy Lynne Peters (Public 
Management), Jennifer Rosati (Science), and Erin Thompson (Art & Music) 

 
All readers scored a common set of six assignments with the remaining assignments 

distributed equally among the readers.  The direct assessment results that are presented below are 
not adjusted for potential differences across readers.  We felt this was unnecessary given the high 
level of agreement among the readers on the six common assignments.  We assessed agreement 
three ways.  First, the kappa-statistic for inter-rater reliability equals 0.24.  Landis and Koch 
(1977)1 suggest this is a “fair” level of agreement.  The p-value, which is less than 0.0001, 
suggests a greater level of agreement between the seven readers than would be observed by 
chance.  The greatest level of agreement occurred on what constitutes “exceeds expectations” for 
a given item (kappa = 0.40). 

 
Second, we examined the average deviation of each reader’s scores from the overall 

mean score for each of the fourteen items.  Coding fails to meet expectations as 1, meets 
expectations as 2, and exceeds expectations as 3, we calculated the mean score for each item on 
each assignment and the deviation of each reader from this mean.  Readers that consistently 
scored student work a category lower or higher than their peers would have deviation scores 
                                                
1 Landis, J. R., and G. G. Koch. 1977. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics 33: 
159–174.  
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nearing -1 or 1.  Average deviations range from -0.26 to 0.28, suggesting a low level of 
disagreement between the readers. 

 
Third, we examined the correlations between the scores given by each reader to an 

overall score created by averaging the scores across readers.  Each of the fourteen rubric items 
can be considered as having a “true score” for each assignment.  For example, on a given rubric 
item, a particular assignment’s true score is that it meets expectations.  The score given by each 
reader can then be considered an indicator of this true score.  Cronbach’s α-statistic measures the 
correlation between the scores given be each reader and the true score, as measured here by the 
average of the seven reader-scores.  α for the fourteen rubric items across six assignments and 
seven readers equals 0.85, which indicates a high level of correlation in this context. 
 
Indirect Assessment Procedure 
 

Typically, and this will be the case in future assessment reports, indirect assessment 
features analysis of survey data.  From the context of General Education, national surveys, like 
the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), and internal surveys, like the one given to 
graduating seniors, are particularly well-suited to indirect assessment.  Currently, the most recent 
year for which NSSE is available is 2012, before the launch of the Pathways curriculum.  
Similarly, the graduating student survey will largely be comprised of students having taken the 
old General Education curriculum.  These surveys will be valuable as points of comparison as 
new survey data become available. 
 

Instead of surveys, indirect assessment this year utilizes grades from the spring 2015 
semester available through the query functions of CUNYFirst.  As previously noted, direct 
assessment is limited to Part A of the Required Core and, more specifically, work from ENG 
201.  The indirect assessment includes a regression of student grades in ENG 201 examining the 
impact of course sequencing in English Composition. 
 
Direct Assessment Results 
 
 Direct assessment results are presented in Table 1.  Overall, students performed well with 
nearly 70% at least meeting expectations across all five learning outcomes.  There is, however, 
significant variation between and within learning outcomes. 
 

Student performance was best on Outcome 3 (Research Skills), which includes defining 
the scope of the work and the use of information toward accomplishing a specific purpose.  On 
the first item, 82.98% of students at least meet expectations, which requires determination of key 
concepts in the work.  On the second item, 81.4% of students at least meet expectations, which 
requires that students both communicate information from sources and organize this information.  
Over one-quarter of students exceed expectations on the effective use of information.  Overall, 
students are proficient at defining the scope of their work and organizing their discussion of the 
information presented therein. 

 
Student performance was more mixed on Outcomes 1 (Read Critically), 2 (Write 

Coherently), and 4 (Communicate Persuasively).  With respect to reading critically, students 
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make proficient use of evidence.  73.33% of students at least meet expectations on the item, 
which requires that students interpret the information that is taken from sources.  Student 
performance is much worse, however, with respect to how this information is evaluated.  
Meeting expectations here requires that students question some of the assumptions made by the 
sources they use and identify the contexts relevant to the presentation of that information.  Here, 
only half of students at least meet expectations.  Taking both items together, students at this level 
are beginning to question the arguments presented in sources, as opposed to taking all arguments 
as facts, but their evaluation of these sources is lacking.  Put another way, students generally 
display an emerging recognition of the difference between fact and argument, but are not yet able 
to place those arguments in their proper context. 

 
Student performance with respect to writing coherently can be summarized as follows: 

the problems with student writing have less to do with the content and more to do with the 
mechanics of writing.  72.34% of students at least meet expectations, with 14.89% exceeding 
expectations, on “WC: Context,” demonstrating awareness of context, audience, and purpose in 
writing.  65.22% and 67.39% of students at least meet expectations on adherence to formal and 
informal rules of writing (“WC: Genre Conventions”) and control of syntax and mechanics in 
writing respectively. 

 
The ability to communicate persuasively is the last outcome on which student 

performance is mixed.  Similar to our conclusions regarding writing coherently, students appear 
able to include appropriate content in their written work.  78.72% of students are at least able to 
describe the issue or problem to be addressed in their work (“CT: Explanation”).  75.56% of 
students use appropriate and relevant content to develop and explore ideas in their writing.  
Student performance decreases when examining the content specifically related to their own 
arguments or positions and the conclusions they draw based on the information they present.  
Only 60.87% of students present positions or arguments that acknowledge different sides of an 
issue.  A higher percentage of students, 69.57%, are able to draw conclusions logically connected 
to the information presented. 

 
Overall, student skills were least developed on Outcome 5, relating ideas.  64.29% of 

students at least meet expectations on accessing and using information ethically.  The rubric item 
includes four strategies for information use: use of citations and references; choice of 
paraphrasing, summary, or quoting; using information in ways that are true to the original 
context; and distinguishing between common knowledge and ideas requiring attribution.  
Meeting expectations at the 200-level requires students to correctly use two of these four 
strategies, which 35.71% of students did not demonstrate the ability to do.  Beyond improving on 
the mechanics of information use, students also need to improve on their selection of sources.  
Only 65.91% of students supported their ideas with credible or relevant sources.  
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Table 1. 
Direct Assessment Results for English Composition 

Rubric Item Exceeds 
Expectations 

Meets 
Expectations 

Fails to 
Meet 

Expectations 

 At Least 
Meets 

Expectations 
 
Outcome 1: Read and listen critically and analytically, including identifying and argument’s major 
assumptions and assertions and evaluating its supporting evidence 
CT: Evidence 8.89% 64.44% 26.67%  73.33% 
IL: Evaluate Information 11.36% 38.64% 50.00%  50.00% 
 
Outcome 2: Write clearly and coherently in varied, academic formats using standard English and 
appropriate technology to critique and improve one’s own and others’ texts 
WC: Context 14.89% 57.45% 27.66%  72.34% 
WC: Genre Conventions 8.70% 56.52% 34.78%  65.22% 
WC: Control of Syntax 13.04% 54.35% 32.61%  67.39% 
 
Outcome 3: Demonstrate research skills using appropriate technology, including gathering, 
evaluating, and synthesizing primary and secondary sources 
IL: Determine Extent 19.15% 63.83% 17.02%  82.98% 
IL: Use Information Effectively 25.58% 55.81% 18.60%  81.40% 
 
Outcome 4: Support a thesis with well-reasoned arguments, and communicate persuasively across a 
variety of contexts, purposes, audiences, and media 
CT: Explanation 17.02% 61.70% 21.28%  78.72% 
CT: Student's Position 4.35% 56.52% 39.13%  60.87% 
CT: Conclusions 6.52% 63.04% 30.43%  69.57% 
WC: Content Development 11.11% 64.44% 24.44%  75.56% 
 
Outcome 5: Formulate original ideas and relate them to the ideas of others by employing the 
conventions of ethical attribution and citation 
IL: Access Ethically 26.19% 38.10% 35.71%  64.29% 
WC: Sources & Evidence 13.64% 52.27% 34.09%  65.91% 
Note: Direct assessment results are based on the scoring of 47 assignments from sections of ENG 201 offered in 
the spring 2015 semester.  Learning outcomes words in bold type (e.g., read critically) identify how the learning 
outcome is identified in the text of the report.  Rubric items are listed with a two-letter abbreviation identifying 
the VALUE rubric from which the item was drawn: CT represents Critical Thinking, IL represents Information 
Literacy, and WC represents Written Communication.  “At Least Meets Expectations” is the sum of the “Meets 
Expectations” and “Exceeds Expectations” columns. 
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Indirect Assessment Results 
 
 In a general sense, sequencing is extraordinarily important to curricular development and 
reflects intentional decisions on the part of faculty and administrators about how best to build 
skills and knowledge in students.  English Composition is designed as fall-spring sequence with 
students taking ENG 101 in their first semester, followed by ENG 201 in the next semester.  Few 
would doubt the efficacy of this sequencing, but writing this report affords an opportunity to 
examine the effects of sequencing on student performance for different types of students.  While 
the data available through CUNYFirst is limited, we were able to investigate whether the effects 
of sequencing are conditioned by academic characteristics, gender, and neighborhood median 
income.  Of these, the only interactive effects that are statistically significant, and presented here, 
are those between sequencing and neighborhood median income. 
 

Given the limited nature of the data, specifically our inability at this point to include other 
demographic characteristics and our analysis of ENG 201 grades from only one semester, we 
stop short of drawing firm conclusions.  The results do, however, suggest that the current fall-
spring sequence benefits students from areas with higher median incomes, slightly 
disadvantaging students from areas with lower median incomes.  Limited as the results may be, 
they warrant further investigation of this phenomenon focusing on whether similar results are 
present for other semesters and, if so, what about the student experience is driving these results. 
 
Data and Methods 
 

The grades of 1,279 students from 64 sections of ENG 201 from spring 2015 are 
analyzed using a fixed-effects regression model, nesting students within classes.  Fixed effects 
for classes serve two purposes here.  First, the fixed effects allow us to control for all of the 
class-related factors that affect grades, but are tangential to our assessment of student skills.  For 
example, fixed effects will encompass variation in grades explained by class size, instructor 
effects, and cohort effects to name a few possibly relevant factors.  Second, and more 
importantly, if any of these class-related factors are correlated with the independent variables we 
include, fixed effects allow for the unbiased estimation of coefficients. 
 

The dependent variable is the student’s course grade, translated into its numerical 
equivalent (e.g., A = 4.0).  We include two main independent variables.  First, we include the 
median household income of the zip code listed with the student’s permanent address as a proxy 
for socioeconomic status, which is related both to student academic preparedness and academic 
performance.  What we refer to as neighborhood median income is this value in $10,000 units 
(e.g., $10,000 = 1).  Income is measured in constant 2013 dollars and these data, estimated from 
responses to the American Communities Survey, were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau.  
The distribution of income is presented in Figure 1.  Second, we model sequencing using dummy 
variables for the semester in which a student completed ENG 101, with fall 2013 as the excluded 
category.  Naturally, almost every student in the sample followed the proper sequence and took 
ENG 101 in the fall 2014 semester (1,227 out of 1,279 students).  There were, however, 42 
students that did not.  The 34 students taking ENG 101 in fall 2014 represent a broad sample of 
students from 23 sections of ENG 101 with neighborhood median incomes ranging from roughly 
$23,000 to $169,000, with a mean of $61,000 and a median of $59,000. 
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We control for a number of variables generally related to student academic 
performance.  With respect to academics, we include the number of credits taken in spring 2015 
and the number of total credits earned, expecting positive relationships for both.  To control for 
writing proficiency and general student performance, we include the student’s grade on ENG 
101, quantified in the same manner as ENG 201 grades, and the student’s cumulative GPA.  
Demographic data was largely unavailable through the query functions used to collect student 
and course data for this examination.  The only readily available characteristic is sex, which we 
model as a dummy variable coded 1 for female, 0 for male. 
 
Results 

 
Regression results are presented in Table 2.  The pattern of coefficients suggests that the 

current sequence benefits students from higher income neighborhoods.  The base effect of 
neighborhood income is negative, meaning that, among students taking ENG 101 in fall 2013 
(out of sequence), increasing income leads to decreasing performance.  The positive interactive 
effect between taking ENG 101 in fall 2014 and income shows that increasing income leads to 
better performance when taking both courses in the same academic year.  The negative base 
effect of taking ENG 101 in fall 2013, when combined with the effects of the interaction, 
demonstrates that students from lower income neighborhoods (median household incomes of less 
than $76,325 per year) perform worse in ENG 201 when taking ENG 101 as intended in the 
previous semester, ceteris paribus. 
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Table 2. 
Fixed Effects Regression of ENG 201 Grades 

Variable Coef. Std. Error 
ENG 101 Term   
   Spring 2014 -0.524.. 0.467 
   Fall 2014 -0.893* 0.280 
   
Neighborhood Median Income ($10K) -0.109* 0.041 
   x ENG 101 Spring 2014 0.091.. 0.070 
   x ENG 101 Fall 2014 0.117* 0.042 
   
Cumulative GPA 0.878* 0.037 
Credits Taken Spring 2015 0.030* 0.009 
Total Credits Earned 0.001.. 0.002 
Grade in ENG 101 0.025.. 0.029 
Female 0.084* 0.038 
Intercept 0.884* 0.300 
   
Model Statistics   
Students 1,279 
Course Sections 64 
Overall R2 0.433 
Model F(10,1205) 107.58* 
F-Test of Section Fixed Effects(63,1205) 4.59* 
* p < 0.05 (two-tailed) 
 

 
Figure 2 graphically summarizes these relationships.  Note that if sequencing was 

irrelevant, we would simply observe the expected positive relationship between income and 
grades, and none of the interactions would be statistically significant.  This is not what we find.  
Figure 2 presents the difference in predicted ENG 201 grades attributable to sequencing for 
various levels of income, holding all other variables at their mean or base levels.  The difference 
presented is the predicted ENG 201 grade for students taking ENG 101 in fall 2014 minus the 
predicted ENG 201 grade for students taking ENG 101 in fall 2013.  Note that the shading of the 
bars indicates the level of statistical significance.  Darker, solid bars represent differences 
significant for at least the 95% level of confidence.  The difference for an income of $150,000 is 
significant at the 90% level. The difference for an income of $100,000 (the white bar) is not 
statistically significant for at least the 90% level.  Future assessment work needs to further 
investigate whether the negative effect of sequencing on students from lower income areas is 
generalizable to other semesters and what could be driving these results. 
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Beyond the relationships between sequencing and neighborhood median income, the 
results are largely as we expected.  First, an increase in the number of credits taken during the 
semester leads to an increase in ENG 201 grades.  Moving, for example, from a part-time load of 
9 credits to a full-time load of 15 credits increased numerical grades by 0.179 on a 4.0 
scale.  Also as expected, women outperformed men by 0.084 points; a small, but statistically 
significant difference.  Lastly, cumulative GPA is highly predictive of ENG 201 grades.  A one 
point increase in GPA is associated with a 0.878 point increase in ENG 201 grades.  GPA is also 
explaining much of the variance in ENG 201 grades that would have been attributable to 
performance in ENG 101 if GPA was not included. 
 
Recommendations 
 

At this stage, it is too early to offer curricular recommendations.  Our assessment work 
has just begun and we will not have fully assessed critical thinking, information literacy, and 
writing skills until next semester.  With respect to administration, we recommend the following: 
 

• That the faculty leader of General Education Assessment present the assessment plan and 
this report to the Council of Chairs for their comment and recommendations; 

• That the faculty leader of General Education Assessment communicate with instructors 
early in the fall semester regarding the collection of student work; 

• That the General Education Subcommittee of UCASC meet early in the fall semester to 
discuss this report and the administration of General Education Assessment during the 
2015-2016 academic year. 
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2015-2016 Assessment Activities 
 
In the 2015-2016 academic year, we will complete the following: 

• Assess critical thinking, information literacy, and writing skills for ENG 101, the Flexible 
Core, and 300-level College Option courses; 

• Further investigate the relationship between sequencing and income discussed in this 
report;  

• Assess quantitative reasoning in Part B of the Required Core, the Flexible Core, and 300-
level College Option courses; 

• Assess scientific reasoning in Part C of the Required Core, the Flexible Core, and 300-
level College Option courses. 
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Appendix 
 
 

Mapping of Learning Outcomes across the Curriculum 
 

VALUE Rubrics used to Assess English Composition 
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 While different skills and knowledge are emphasized in different parts of the general 
education curriculum, several skills are common to some outcomes in different areas of the 
curriculum.  The closest linkages exist among writing, critical thinking, research, and 
information skills.  Learning outcomes emphasizing these skills are presented explicitly in Part A 
of the Required Core (English Composition) and in the three common outcomes of the Flexible 
Core. 
 
 In assessing these outcomes and the skills they emphasize, we have decided to use 
common rubrics, adapted from the VALUE rubrics.  Table A1 links outcomes for English 
Composition to outcomes for the Flexible Core, linking both to VALUE rubric items.  Naturally, 
the overlap between different areas of the curriculum is not perfect.  In addition to differences in 
phraseology, we find, for example, that individual outcomes for the Flexible Core link to 
multiple outcomes for English Composition.  There are, however, two important benefits of this 
approach.  First, the VALUE rubrics represent a national standard for student performance 
against which we can compare our students.  Second, by mapping disparate outcomes relating to 
common skills together, and by assessing these outcomes with a common rubric and on a 
common scale, we can examine how student exhibition of these skills varies at different points in 
the curriculum. 
 
 We will also assess the exhibition of these skills in 300-level Justice Core courses.  
Outcomes for the Justice Core are not listed in the following table because the Justice Core does 
not explicitly contain outcomes relating to these skills.  Implicitly, however, there is an 
expectation that students are continuing to develop writing, critical thinking, research, and 
information literacy skills at this level.  We will, therefore, apply the same three VALUE rubrics 
to work from 300-level Justice Core courses. 
 
 For those unfamiliar with VALUE rubrics, each rubric presents a number of 
competencies, or items, relating to each skill or outcome (e.g., written communication).  For each 
competency, descriptions are given for what is expected of students at various levels of 
coursework including benchmark, milestone 2, milestone 3, and capstone.  For simplicity, we 
assume each level in the VALUE rubric describes demonstration of skills that meets expectations 
at a corresponding John Jay course level: benchmark equals 100, milestone 2 equals 200, 
milestone 3 equals 300, and capstone equals 400.  Work meeting a benchmark, or 100-level, 
proficiency, for example, would meet expectations in a 100-level course, but fail to meet 
expectations in a 200 or 300-level course.  This is a decision that we may revisit after initial 
rounds of assessment using the VALUE rubrics.  The three VALUE rubrics used to assess 
English Composition in spring 2015 are presented immediately following Table A1. 
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Table A1. 

Mapping of English Composition to Flexible Core Learning Outcomes 
English Composition 
Learning Outcome 

Flexible Core 
Learning Outcome 

VALUE Rubric Items 

1. Read and listen critically and 
analytically, including identifying 
and argument’s major 
assumptions and assertions and 
evaluating its supporting 
evidence. 

2. Evaluate evidence and 
arguments critically or 
analytically. 

CT: Evidence 
IL: Evaluate Information … Critically* 
 

2. Write clearly and coherently in 
varied, academic formats using 
standard English and appropriate 
technology to critique and 
improve one’s own and others’ 
texts. 

3. Produce well-reasoned 
written or oral arguments using 
evidence to support 
conclusions. 

WC: Content Development 
WC: Genre & Disciplinary Conventions 
WC: Control of Syntax & Mechanics 
 

3. Demonstrate research skills 
using appropriate technology, 
including gathering, evaluating, 
and synthesizing primary and 
secondary sources. 
 

1. Gather, interpret, and assess 
information from a variety of 
sources and points of view. 

IL: Determine Extent of Info. Needed 
IL: Use Information Effectively… 

4. Support a thesis with well-
reasoned arguments, and 
communicate persuasively across 
a variety of contexts, purposes, 
audiences, and media. 
 

3. Produce well-reasoned 
written or oral arguments using 
evidence to support 
conclusions. 

WC: Context & Purpose for Writing 
CT: Explanation of Issues 
CT: Student’s Position 
CT: Conclusions & Related Outcomes 

5. Formulate original ideas and 
relate them to the ideas of others 
by employing the conventions of 
ethical attribution and citation. 
 
 

1. Gather, interpret, and assess 
information from a variety of 
sources and points of view. 

WC: Sources and Evidence 
IL: Access & Use Info. Ethically… 

Note: In the VALUE Rubric Items column, “CT” represents the Critical Thinking rubric, “IL” represents the 
Information Literacy rubric, and “WC” represents the Written Communication rubric. 
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Critical Thinking VALUE Rubric 
Item 400-level 300-level 200-level 100-level 
Explanation of issues  Issue/problem to be considered 

critically is stated clearly and 
described comprehensively, 
delivering all relevant 
information necessary for full 
understanding.  

Issue/problem to be considered 
critically is stated, described, 
and clarified so that 
understanding is not seriously 
impeded by omissions.  

Issue/problem to be considered 
critically is stated but 
description leaves some terms 
undefined, ambiguities 
unexplored, boundaries 
undetermined, and/or 
backgrounds unknown.  

Issue/problem to be considered 
critically is stated without 
clarification or description.  

Evidence  
Selecting and using information 
to investigate a point of view or 
conclusion  

Information is taken from 
source(s) with enough 
interpretation/evaluation to 
develop a comprehensive 
analysis or synthesis.    
Viewpoints of experts are 
questioned thoroughly.  

Information is taken from 
source(s) with enough 
interpretation/evaluation to 
develop a coherent analysis or 
synthesis.  
Viewpoints of experts are 
subject to questioning.  

Information is taken from 
source(s) with some 
interpretation/evaluation, but not 
enough to develop a coherent 
analysis or synthesis.  
Viewpoints of experts are taken 
as mostly fact, with little 
questioning.  

Information is taken from 
source(s) without any 
interpretation/evaluation.  
Viewpoints of experts are taken 
as fact, without question.  

Influence of context and 
assumptions  

Thoroughly (systematically and 
methodically) analyzes own and 
others' assumptions and 
carefully evaluates the relevance 
of contexts when presenting a 
position.  

Identifies own and others' 
assumptions and several relevant 
contexts when presenting a 
position.  

Questions some assumptions.  
Identifies several relevant 
contexts when presenting a 
position. May be more aware of 
others' assumptions than one's 
own (or vice versa).  

Shows an emerging awareness 
of present assumptions 
(sometimes labels assertions as 
assumptions).  
Begins to identify some contexts 
when presenting a position.  

Student's position 
(perspective, thesis/hypothesis)  

Specific position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) is 
imaginative, taking into account 
the complexities of an issue.  
Limits of position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) are 
acknowledged.  
Others' points of view are 
synthesized within position 
(perspective, thesis/hypothesis).  

Specific position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) takes into 
account the complexities of an 
issue.  
Others' points of view are 
acknowledged within position 
(perspective, thesis/hypothesis).  

Specific position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) acknowledges 
different sides of an issue.  

Specific position (perspective, 
thesis/hypothesis) is stated, but 
is simplistic and obvious.  

Conclusions and related 
outcomes (implications and 
consequences)  

Conclusions and related 
outcomes (consequences and 
implications) are logical and 
reflect student’s informed 
evaluation and ability to place 
evidence and perspectives 
discussed in priority order.  

Conclusion is logically tied to a 
range of information, including 
opposing viewpoints; related 
outcomes (consequences and 
implications) are identified 
clearly.  

Conclusion is logically tied to 
information (because 
information is chosen to fit the 
desired conclusion); some 
related outcomes (consequences 
and implications) are identified 
clearly.  

Conclusion is inconsistently tied 
to some of the information 
discussed; related outcomes 
(consequences and implications) 
are oversimplified.  
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Information Literacy VALUE Rubric 
Item 400-level 300-level 200-level 100-level 
Determine the Extent of 
Information Needed  

Effectively defines the scope of the 
research question or thesis. 
Effectively determines key concepts. 
Types of information (sources) 
selected directly relate to concepts 
or answer research question.  

Defines the scope of the research 
question or thesis completely. Can 
determine key concepts. Types of 
information (sources) selected relate 
to concepts or answer research 
question.  

Defines the scope of the research 
question or thesis incompletely 
(parts are missing, remains too broad 
or too narrow, etc.). Can determine 
key concepts. Types of information 
(sources) selected partially relate to 
concepts or answer research 
question.  

Has difficulty defining the scope of 
the research question or thesis. Has 
difficulty determining key concepts. 
Types of information (sources) 
selected do not relate to concepts or 
answer research question.  

Access the Needed Information  Accesses information using 
effective, well-designed search 
strategies and most appropriate 
information sources.  

Accesses information using variety 
of search strategies and some 
relevant information sources. 
Demonstrates ability to refine 
search.  

Accesses information using simple 
search strategies, retrieves 
information from limited and similar 
sources.  

Accesses information randomly, 
retrieves information that lacks 
relevance and quality.   

Evaluate Information and its 
Sources Critically  

Thoroughly (systematically and 
methodically) analyzes own and 
others' assumptions and carefully 
evaluates the relevance of contexts 
when presenting a position.  

Identifies own and others' 
assumptions and several relevant 
contexts when presenting a position.  

Questions some assumptions.  
Identifies several relevant contexts 
when presenting a position. May be 
more aware of others' assumptions 
than one's own (or vice versa).  

Shows an emerging awareness of 
present assumptions (sometimes 
labels assertions as assumptions).  
Begins to identify some contexts 
when presenting a position.  

Use  Information Effectively to 
Accomplish a Specific Purpose  

Communicates, organizes and 
synthesizes information from 
sources to fully achieve a specific 
purpose, with clarity and depth  

Communicates, organizes and 
synthesizes information from 
sources.  Intended purpose is 
achieved.  

Communicates and organizes 
information from sources. The 
information is not yet synthesized, 
so the intended purpose is not fully 
achieved.  

Communicates information from 
sources. The information is 
fragmented and/or used 
inappropriately (misquoted, taken 
out of context, or incorrectly 
paraphrased, etc.), so the intended 
purpose is not achieved.  

Access and Use Information 
Ethically and Legally  

Students use correctly all of the 
following information use strategies 
(use of citations and references; 
choice of paraphrasing, summary, or 
quoting; using information in ways 
that are true to original context; 
distinguishing between common 
knowledge and ideas requiring 
attribution) and demonstrate a full 
understanding of the ethical and 
legal restrictions on the use of 
published, confidential, and/or 
proprietary information.  

Students use correctly three of the 
following information use strategies 
(use of citations and references; 
choice of paraphrasing, summary, or 
quoting; using information in ways 
that are true to original context; 
distinguishing between common 
knowledge and ideas requiring 
attribution) and demonstrates a full 
understanding of the ethical and 
legal restrictions on the use of 
published, confidential, and/or 
proprietary information.  

Students use correctly two of the 
following information use strategies 
(use of citations and references; 
choice of paraphrasing, summary, or 
quoting; using information in ways 
that are true to original context; 
distinguishing between common 
knowledge and ideas requiring 
attribution) and demonstrates a full 
understanding of the ethical and 
legal restrictions on the use of 
published, confidential, and/or 
proprietary information.  

Students use correctly one of the 
following information use strategies 
(use of citations and references; 
choice of paraphrasing, summary, or 
quoting; using information in ways 
that are true to original context; 
distinguishing between common 
knowledge and ideas requiring 
attribution) and demonstrates a full 
understanding of the ethical and 
legal restrictions on the use of 
published, confidential, and/or 
proprietary information.  
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Written Communication VALUE Rubric 
Item 400-level 300-level 200-level 100-level 
Context of and Purpose for 
Writing  
Includes considerations of 
audience, purpose, and the 
circumstances surrounding the 
writing task(s).  

Demonstrates a thorough 
understanding of context, 
audience, and purpose that is 
responsive to the assigned 
task(s) and focuses all elements 
of the work.  

Demonstrates adequate 
consideration of context, 
audience, and purpose and a 
clear focus on the assigned 
task(s) (e.g., the task aligns with 
audience, purpose, and context).  

Demonstrates awareness of 
context, audience, purpose, and 
to the assigned tasks(s) (e.g., 
begins to show awareness of 
audience's perceptions and 
assumptions).  

Demonstrates minimal attention 
to context, audience, purpose, 
and to the assigned tasks(s) 
(e.g., expectation of instructor or 
self as audience).  

Content Development  Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content to illustrate 
mastery of the subject, 
conveying the writer's 
understanding, and shaping the 
whole work.  

Uses appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content to explore 
ideas within the context of the 
discipline and shape the whole 
work.  
  

Uses appropriate and relevant 
content to develop and explore 
ideas through most of the work.  

Uses appropriate and relevant 
content to develop simple ideas 
in some parts of the work.  

Genre and Disciplinary 
Conventions  
Formal and informal rules 
inherent in the expectations for 
writing in particular forms 
and/or academic fields (please 
see glossary).  

Demonstrates detailed attention 
to and successful execution of a 
wide range of conventions 
particular to a specific discipline 
and/or writing task (s) including  
organization, content, 
presentation, formatting, and 
stylistic choices  

Demonstrates consistent use of 
important conventions particular 
to a specific discipline and/or 
writing task(s), including 
organization, content, 
presentation, and stylistic 
choices  

Follows expectations 
appropriate to a specific 
discipline and/or writing task(s) 
for basic organization, content, 
and presentation  

Attempts to use a consistent 
system for basic organization 
and presentation.  

Sources and Evidence  Demonstrates skillful use of 
high-quality, credible, relevant 
sources to develop ideas that are 
appropriate for the discipline 
and genre of the writing  

Demonstrates consistent use of 
credible, relevant sources to 
support ideas that are situated 
within the discipline and genre 
of the writing.  

Demonstrates an attempt to use 
credible and/or relevant sources 
to support ideas that are 
appropriate for the discipline 
and genre of the writing.  

Demonstrates an attempt to use 
sources to support ideas in the 
writing.  

Control of Syntax and 
Mechanics  

Uses graceful language that 
skillfully communicates 
meaning to readers with clarity 
and fluency, and is virtually 
error-free.  

Uses straightforward language 
that generally conveys meaning 
to readers. The language in the 
portfolio has few errors.  

Uses language that generally 
conveys meaning to readers with 
clarity, although writing may 
include some errors.  

Uses language that sometimes 
impedes meaning because of 
errors in usage.  

 
 
 
 

 


