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General Education Committee 
Annual Report for 2009-2010 

 
The composition and responsibilities of the Faculty Senate General Education Committee (GEC) 
are as follows: 
 

a. The General Education Committee shall consist of seven elected faculty members, the 
Vice-Chancellor for Academic Affairs, the Manager of General Studies, and a student 
representative. Each of the schools/divisions with elected senators, the Library and 
student government shall select its own representatives for the committee. These faculty 
representatives shall serve staggered two-year terms. The Vice-Chancellor for Academic 
Affairs, and the Manager of General Studies shall serve as ex-officio members of the 
committee. 

b. This committee shall make recommendations to the Faculty Senate for the ongoing 
development and refinement of general education goals and student outcomes. All 
recommendations to the Faculty Senate for changes in general education goals and 
outcomes and for addition to the list of general education courses and experiences will 
come from this committee. This committee will ensure that general education is assessed, 
and that the data are used to improve general education. The committee will consult with 
the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, providing faculty input to the ongoing 
strategic planning process. 

 
Its membership in 2009-2010 was as follows: 
 

Arts & Letters      Charles Pooser 
Business      Arun Srinivasan 
Education      Mary Bradley 
Library      Maria Accardi 
Natural Sciences     Chris Lang (chair) 
Nursing      Judy Myer 
Social Sciences     Valerie Scott 
Ex-Officio,Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs Gil Atnip 
Ex-Officio, Manager of Continuing Studies  Saundra Gordon 
Student      Jennifer Broadus 

 
 
The GEC met in 2009 on September 9, October 7, November 4, and December 2.  It met in 2010 
on January 20, February 24, March 10, April 7 and April 26. 
 
 

General Education Course List and Learning Outcomes 
 
As indicated in its charge, a primary responsibility of the GEC is to recommend approval of 
changes to the list of approved courses for the general education requirements.  In 2010, the GEC 
recommended that the following courses be approved for the indicated requirements: 
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The new courses ECON-E 101 and ECON-E 150 were recommended for approved for Central 
Ideas, 
Issues and Methods of Inquiry in the Social and Behavioral Sciences.  This was submitted to the 
Faculty Senate; the courses were approved for the indicated requirement by the Faculty Senate in 
its meeting of April 8, 2010. 
 
The new course ENG-W 250 was recommended for approval for as a second-level course in 
Written 
Communication.  This was submitted to the Faculty Senate; the course was approved for the 
indicated requirement by the Faculty Senate in its meeting of April 8, 2010. 
 
The GEC has a three-year cycle for re-approval of existing courses for the general education 
requirements.  For 2009-2010, courses in Quantitative Reasoning, Written Communication, and 
Oral Communication were submitted for re-approval in response to letters sent by the GEC to 
faculty responsible for the courses.  The courses were as follows: MATH-M 110, 117, 118, 119, 
122, 125, 215, and MATH-T 101 for Quantitative Reasoning; ENG-W 131, 231, 234, 270, 290, 
315, 350, and 420 for Written Communication; and SPCH-S 121 for Oral Communication.  The 
two courses ENG-W 300 and 310 were not submitted for re-approval by the Writing Program.  
The GEC recommended that all the courses that were submitted be re-approved for their 
respective general education requirements.  Unfortunately, it was too late to submit these to the 
Faculty Senate; the 2009-2010 Committee recommends to the 2010-2011 Committee to submit 
these courses to the Faculty Senate as soon as possible in Fall of 2010. 
 
Another primary responsibility of the GEC is to recommend changes in the learning outcomes 
for general education.  No such recommendations were considered or made by the GEC in 2009-
2010. 
 

Assessment of Student Learning in General Education 
 
As indicated in its charge, a primary responsibility of the GEC is to conduct assessment of 
student learning in the general education learning outcomes.  The GEC has a three-year cycle for 
this assessment, as reflected by the last three years: 
 

2007-08 Diversity 
Ethical Reasoning 
Information Literacy 
Critical Thinking 

2008-09 CIIMI in Arts and Humanities 
CIIMI in Natural and Physical Sciences 
CIIMI in Social and Behavioral Sciences 
Information Technology Fluency 

2009-10 Quantitative Reasoning 
Oral Communication 
Written Communication 
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To complete its assessment work for 2009-2010, the GEC formed three subcommittees: 
 
Quantitative Reasoning:  Chris Lang 
Oral Communication: Valerie Scott and Arun Srinivasin 
Written Communication:  Maria Accardi and Charlie Pooser 
 
Quantitative reasoning assessment would, as in prior years, be primarily based upon the 
assessment report produced by Lower-Level Mathematics.  Assessment of oral communication 
would be primarily based on the assessment work of the Communication Program for SPCH-S 
121 (the single course in the general education course lists for oral communication).  And 
assessment of written communication was to be developed in cooperation with the Writing 
Program and the Improvement of Writing Committee.  Assessment results for each of these goals 
are contained in the General Education Assessment Report for 2009-2010, appended to this 
report. 
 
In 2009-2010, the GEC considered another potentially valuable route for assessment of student 
learning in general education outcomes:  the use of a national standardized test that would enable 
comparison of student learning at IU Southeast to other institutions.  The GEC decided to pilot 
two tests, the ETS Proficiency Profile (formerly known as the Measure of Academic Proficiency 
and Progress, or MAPP), and the ACT Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency (CAAP), 
on samples of 50-100 students, to gauge how useful the tests would be, and how expensive in 
time or effort they might be to administer.  However, press of time prevented the Committee 
from completing the arrangements necessary to give these tests before the end of Spring 
semester.  The 2009-2010 GEC recommends to the 2010-2011 Committee that the pilot of these 
tests be arranged as soon as possible in the 2010-2011 academic year. 
 
 

Recommendations for the 2010-2011 Committee 
 

The 2009-2010 committee makes the following recommendations to the 2010-2011 committee: 
 

 The courses recommended for re-approval for the indicated general education course lists 
by the 2009-2010 committee be submitted to the Faculty Senate.  These include:  Oral 
communication: SPCH-S 121; Quantitative Reasoning: MATH-M 110, 117, 118, 119, 
122, 125, 215, and MATH-T 101; and Written Communication: ENG-W 131, 231, 234, 
270, 290, 315, 350, and 420. 

 Pilots of the two national general education assessment tests be completed in the 2010-
2011 academic year.  These tests are the ETS Proficiency Profile and the ACT Collegiate 
Assessment of Academic Proficiency.   
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Assessment Reports for 2009-2010 
 

As described above, in 2009-2010, subcommittees of the GEC assessed student learning in oral 
communication, quantitative reasoning and written communication.  The reports from the 
respective subcommittees follow. 
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General Education Quantitative Reasoning Assessment Report 
2009-2010 

 
 
The General Education Committee (GEC) does assessment of student learning in eleven general 
education goals, including quantitative reasoning (QR), on a three-year rotating schedule.  QR was one 
of three goals assessed in the 2009-2010 academic year (the other two goals were written and oral 
communication). The GEC  created subcommittees to tackle the three goals under assessment this year.  
The subcommittee for assessment of QR consisted only of Chris Lang. 

 
 

Quantitative Reasoning Learning Outcomes 
 

The general education goal of quantitative reasoning has the following student learning outcomes: 
 

A. Interpret mathematical models such as formulas, graphs, tables, and schematics and draw 
inferences from them. 

B. Represent mathematical information symbolically, visually, numerically, and verbally. 

C. Use a variety of mathematical methods (algebraic, geometric and/or statistical methods) to 
solve problems. 

 

Strategies for Assessment of Quantitative Reasoning 

In the prior assessment of this learning goal, the GEC primarily relied upon the assessment report 
produced by the Lower-Level Mathematics Program.  This is based on tracking student performance in 
departmental common final exams on problems selected to reflect the learning outcomes given above.  
This assessment report is given below.  But in the 2009-2010 academic year, the GEC discussed other 
possible strategies for assessment of QR.  These are as follows: 
 
Use of existing assessment efforts on campus:  One possible strategy for assessment of QR would be to 
use assessment results from certain academic programs that perform some form of assessment of QR.  
To this end, Chris Lang contacted deans and program coordinators to learn what forms of assessment of 
QR are actually being done at the program level.  This is what he learned: 
 
Programs in the School of Arts and Letters do not appear to conduct any assessment of student learning 
in quantitative reasoning.  (Given the nature of the programs in Arts and Letters, this was expected.) 
 
The School of Business does not perform assessment of quantitative reasoning per se, except as part of 
the E280 course in elementary statistics. 
 
The School of Education uses the PRAXIS exams for assessment of student learning; the PRAXIS 1 
exam includes a quantitative reasoning component.  However, the school has not performed systematic 
analysis of these exams, so no information about quantitative reasoning is available.  The school tracks 
pass-fail rates, but since PRAXIS 1 is the entrance examination for the School of Education, the pass 



 Quantitative Reasoning Assessment Report 2009-2010 2 

rate for all students in the school is 100%.  It is not clear if the PRAXIS exams will be required at the 
state level in the future; this might allow the school to create its own assessments. 
 
Academic programs in the School of Natural Sciences do not conduct assessment of quantitative 
reasoning except for the Upper-Level Mathematics Program and the Lower-Level Mathematics 
Program.  The Upper-Level Mathematics Program assessment results are available through the Office 
of Institutional Research and Assessment; the Lower-Level Mathematic Program assessment results are 
included below in this report. 
 
The School of Nursing uses standardized tests for assessment of student learning.  These include the 
HESI (Health Education Systems Inc.) exams, and the NCLEX-RN exams required to become a nurse.  
These have quantitative reasoning questions, such as computation of drug dosages, but no quantitative 
reasoning subscores are available. 
 
Social Sciences conducts assessment of quantitative reasoning in several programs or courses.  
Criminal Justice has a small quantitative reasoning component in their exit exam.  Psychology performs 
assessment of basic statistical concepts in their experimental methods course, P250-251.  Political 
Science teaches a course that is on the quantitative reasoning list for general education, which they 
assess.  Sociology has a methods course with a quantitative reasoning component that they assess 
through ten questions on the final exam.  (These pertain to use of statistics.)   
 
The GEC considered use of these assessments in its assessment report of QR.  But lack of time, and a 
lack of a sense that these would be available in a useful form, lead to the committee deciding to not use 
these assessments. 
 
Use of in-house assessment instruments:  Another strategy considered by the GEC was the use of tests 
or other assessment instruments produced at IU Southeast.  One particular possibility that came to mind 
was the use of a test modeled after the mathematics placement exam.  It turns out many if not most of 
our students take the mathematics placement exam, and use of a similar exam for juniors or seniors 
would provide a good opportunity to determine improvement in QR among our students.  However, 
this would not allow comparison of students with students at other institutions, as provided by certain 
national standardized tests, and it would be fairly expensive in terms of faculty time or resources to 
produce.  So the GEC decided not to pursue this strategy. 
 
Use of a standardized national test:  Standardized national tests are a common means of assessing 
student learning in general education outcomes, including QR.  The committee focused its attention to 
three particular tests that are in wide use and that would be able to provide meaningful comparisons 
with other institutions:   

 The Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) test, which is ‘holistic’ in nature, but does not 
provide a QR subscore. 

 The MAPP test, produced by the ETS (now known as the Proficiency Profile). 
 The CAAP test, produced by the ACT. 

After considerable discussion, the committee decided to pilot two of these tests.  Because the cost of 
doing a small pilot of the CLA was prohibitive, the committee decided to try a small pilot of the latter 
two tests for samples of about 50-100 juniors or seniors.  Unfortunately, its plans to conduct that pilot 
in the Spring of 2010 fell prey to other pressing business; the committee recommends that the 2010-
2011 committee follow up on this. 
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Quantitative Reasoning Assessment Report 

Lower-Level Mathematics 
 
(This was produced by Lower-Level Mathematics, except for the M117 exam problems at the end, 
which were appended to this report by Chris Lang). 
 
 The following courses are included in this report: 
 
 A118 – Finite Mathematics for the Social & Biological Sciences 
 M110 – Excursions in Mathematics 
 M112 – Quantitative Literacy 1 
 M117 – Intermediate Algebra 
 M118 – Finite Mathematics 
 M119 – Brief Survey of Calculus 1 
 M122 – College Algebra 
 M125 – Pre-calculus Mathematics 
 T101 – Mathematics for Elementary Teachers 1 
 
One course is not included in this report:  M215 – Analytic Geometry & Calculus 1.  Very few students 
complete M215 without first completing one of the other general education courses above. 
 
 
A118 - Finite Mathematics for the Social & Biological Sciences 
 
A large percent of students are at the mastery level for outcomes A and B, with results similar to the 
last reporting period of 2005-06.  The large drop in the mastery level for “using math to solve 
problems” was due to a change in the questions used to assess that goal.  We will put more focus on 
those topics in the future. 
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M110 – Excursions in Mathematics 
 
The exact topics covered in this course vary each semester depending on the instructor, which explains 
the large variation in results from semester to semester.  On average, representing math information is 
the area that needs to be worked on a little more than the others. 
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Fall 08 Spring 09 Fall 09

Weak 36% 8% 26%
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M112 – Quantitative Literacy 1 
 
On average, using math to solve problems is the area with the lowest percent at the mastery level. 
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Weak 15 20 12

Average 10 30 13

Mastery 75 50 75

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

M112 Interpreting Math Models

Fall 08 Spring 09 Fall 09

Weak 15 24 10

Average 10 31 19

Mastery 75 45 71

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

M112 Representing Math Information 

Fall 08 Spring 09 Fall 09

Weak 18% 5% 20%

Average 32% 40% 36%

Mastery 50% 55% 44%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

M112 Using Math to Solve Problems



 Quantitative Reasoning Assessment Report 2009-2010 7 

M117 – Intermediate Algebra 
 
On average, representing math information is the area that needs to be worked on a little more than the 
others; in particular, representing numerically. 
 

 

 

 
 

Fall 07 Spring 08 Fall 08 Spring 09

Weak 24 29 24 29

Average 14 16 13 18

Mastery 61 55 63 53
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M118 – Finite Mathematics 
 
Using math to solve problems is the area that needs to be worked on more than the others; in particular, 
using statistical methods. 
 

 

 

 
 

Fall 07 Spring 08 Fall 08 Spring 09

Weak 16 21 14 29

Average 22 19 24 13
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M119 – Brief Survey of Calculus 1 
 
Using math to solve problems is the area that needs to be worked on more than the others; in particular, 
using geometric methods. 
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Weak 13 25 22 17
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M122 – College Algebra 
 
Using math to solve problems is the area that needs to be worked on to reach the mastery level; in 
particular, using geometric methods.  Also, interpreting math models in graphic form has a large 
percent at the weak level. 
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M125 – Pre-calculus Mathematics 
 
Interpreting math models has the lowest mastery level on average;  particularly with formulas.  The 
percent at the weak level decreased for 2008-09 for all categories, so we work to maintain those. 
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Mastery 43 27 56 46

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

M125 Interpreting Mathematical Models

Fall 07 Spring 08 Fall 08 Spring 09

Weak 27 29 19 19

Average 27 26 14 20

Mastery 46 45 68 61

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

M125 Representing Math Information

Fall 07 Spring 08 Fall 08 Spring 09

Weak 36 50 20 10

Average 12 17 14 36

Mastery 52 33 66 54

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

M125 Using Math to Solve Problems



 Quantitative Reasoning Assessment Report 2009-2010 12 

 
 
 
T101 – Mathematics for Elementary Teachers 1 
 
Interpreting math models has the lowest mastery levels on average;  particularly with formulas.  Using 
algebra to solve problems has the largest percent at the weak level. 
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Problems for Quantitative Reasoning Assessment 

The following final exam items were used by Lower Level Mathematics in their assessment of MATH-
M117 (Intermediate Algebra).  This is the most commonly taken course for the Quantitative Reasoning 
requirement. 

 
7. Solve for x:  

     
x

x−5+ 
2

x−6= 
2

x2−11x+30
  

8. Given: 3x+2y=6  

(a) Find the x-intercept.  

(b) Find the y-intercept.  

(c) Graph.  

13. The cable company charges you a flat $25.00 fee to come install cable in your home PLUS an 
additional $15.00 per hour for each hour of work that is required for the installation.  

(a) Find a linear equation that can be used to determine the cost of an x-hour installation.  

(b) Use the equation to find the cost of a 3 hour installation.  

14. A company can produce 6 boxes of candy for $8 and 10 boxes of candy for $13. Find a linear 
equation that models the cost in terms of the number of boxes of candy produced, x.  

26. Solve 2x2−3x=4 using the quadratic formula. Leave in simplified radical form.  

29. Given the following quadratic equation: y=−x2−6x−8  

(a) What is the vertex?   

(b) What are the x-intercepts, if any?   

(c) What is the y-intercept?   

(d) Graph.  
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Assessment of the General Education Goal 
“Written Communication” 

 
 The IUS General Education Committee was charged with assessing, among others, the 
learning outcomes for Written Communication for the academic year 2009-2010.  Charles 
Pooser and Maria Accardi comprised the sub-committee to which this goal was assigned, and 
William Sweigart served as a non-committee consultant.  Since neither of the committee 
members is directly involved in courses involving this GenEd goal, they are very grateful for the 
cooperation of Dr. Sweigart and his colleagues in English for the information they were able to 
provide. 
 
 The goal outcomes for Written Communication are as follows. 

WRITTEN COMMUNICATION  

1. Choose, adapt, and restrict the focus of a topic to clarify it according to its purpose and goals.  
2.  Formulate a central idea statement appropriate for the purpose and goals of the speech or text.  
3.  Cite a variety of credible sources, when appropriate, in the speech or text to support one’s 
contentions with relevant and adequate evidence  
4. Adapt and structure messages and their delivery or presentation to the audience, situation, 
purpose, and occasion.  
5. Use principles designed to influence attitudes, beliefs, and actions.  
6. Explain what constitutes plagiarism and use the work of others appropriately  
7. Make effective use of peer critique and other feedback in revision and/or future work.  
8. Follow standard practices in sentence structure, usage, vocabulary, and word choice.  
9. Identify features of texts that distinguish genres and use them appropriately in written 
products.  
10. Demonstrate an understanding of the rationale for multiple documentation formats and use 
them appropriately.  
11. Demonstrate an understanding of the multiple uses of writing, including “writing to learn” 
across disciplines.  
12. Demonstrate facility with the various ways technology impacts writing.  
  
AS A READER OR LISTENER   
13. Identify the writer or speaker’s central purpose, ideas, and goals.  
14. Discriminate between statements of fact and opinion.  
15. Discriminate between emotional and logical arguments.  
16. Analyze information and arguments in order to draw conclusions.  
17. Analyze critically coherence, structure, voice, and style in a written or oral text.  
18. Employ the active response strategies of questioning and paraphrasing in response to a 
message.    
19. Identify persuasive strategies.  
20. Critique meaningfully the written or oral work of peers.  
 

The written communication learning outcomes have been regularly addressed in the 
following writing courses:  W131, W231, W234, W290, W270/W420, W315, and W350.  The 
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challenge of carrying a systematic assessment of these courses with the multiple sections 
involved is enormous, given the resources available to the Writing Program, and they have had 
to limit the elements to be assessed in different courses 
 
W131:  A report of the first major assessment for this course was presented to the GenEd 
Committee for the calendar year 2002-2003.  Subsequent assessments have been carried out, 
particularly focusing upon Outcomes 2, 3, 4, 6 and 8 using a grading rubric developed by the 
Writing Program. The data has been collected and awaits analysis.  As a result ot the 2003 
assessment, even more emphasis was placed upon the research writing component of the course. 
 
W231:  All sections of this course were assessed in Fall 2005.  The data has been collected and 
awaits analysis.  The Writing Program reports that: “Changes made to the W231 curriculum 
based on the 2005 assessment data will be reported in the next cycle of evaluation for this 
course.” 
 
W234 & W315:  Assessment plans are in place for W234, but due to a leave of absence by the 
professor in charge, the data is not currently available.  Assessment for W315 is also unavailable 
at this time time for the same reason. This report will be updated with the assessment procedures 
for this course upon the return of the professor in question. 
 
W290:  W290 is approved for two GenEd goals, Written Communication and Critical Thinking, 
and as such the report summary available addresses both sets of outcomes. The focus of W290 
assessment has been on the process of reading and summarizing secondary sources.  Areas of 
special difficulty were identified in Spring 2005 assessment, particularly as regards Written 
Communication, with attribution of sources and cohesive organization.   In Spring 2007, special 
pedagogical tools were developed to address these areas.  This project had to be put on hold 
while additional assessment metrics were developed and will continue in Fall 2010.  The work 
carried out in 2007 will be reviewed, and the tools developed at that time will be refined for 
implementation in the Fall of 2010.  Instructors will use the work previously done in 2007 and 
will develop new teaching tools. 
 
W270/W420:  These courses are taught concurrently at the present time.  Specific outcomes are 
assessed through pre-/post-tests and the analysis of assignments.  The pre-post testing assessment 
has indicated dramatic improvement through the course on such elements as adaptability to 
audience and understanding and manipulation of rhetorical concepts.  Other assessment tools 
revealed proficiency among 75% of students in the critical evaluation of the argumentation and 
the detection of significant omissions.  To cite the Writing Program report provided: “Inclusion 
of feedback from these and other assessments has resulted in steady development of more 
sophisticated teaching tools.”   
 
W350:  In the course of teaching this course for the second time this spring semester, Professor 
Tom O’Neal has been working on analytical rubrics for the two central persuasive papers that are 
assigned as a part of this course.  O’Neal has developed the first draft of rubrics that he will be 
implementing this semester and revising based upon his assessment of their applicability. 
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Final Comments:  
 The assessment of Written Communication is moving forward and developing through 
the efforts of the Writing Program in Arts and Letters.  There is a good deal of data that has been 
collected, but not yet analyzed.  The data that has been collected and analyzed has proven 
valuable in rethinking and modifying certain aspects of those courses from which they were 
collected. It is hoped that the resources required for this will be forthcoming soon.  Since the 
Written Communication component of GenEd has a number of different outcomes attached to it, 
we would think it reasonable that in the future the systematic assessment of these courses be 
expanded to encompass additional outcomes under this Goal. 
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