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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Critical Thinking (CT) Skills are required in all eight Core Curriculum components: 
Communication; Mathematics; Life and Physical Sciences; Language, Philosophy, and 
Culture; Creative Arts; American History; Government/Political Science; and Social and 
Behavioral Sciences. To address the THECB’s definition of Critical Thinking, the CCAT 
developed two student learning outcomes (SLOs) depicted in the table below. 

ALIGNMENT WITH THECB CORE CURRICULUM OBJECTIVES 
THECB Objective Definition UTSA Student Learning Outcomes 
Critical Thinking: To include creative thinking, 
innovation, inquiry, and analysis, evaluation and 
synthesis of information. 

Students will be able to: 
1. Articulate in writing research

questions, a thesis, or a hypothesis

2. Use the appropriate evidence to
justify a position or conclusion.

The population was operationally defined as UTSA Roadrunners in the 2014, 2015, or 
2016 cohorts who have completed their Core Curriculum at UTSA. A total of 368 
samples of student work from 14 different disciplines were assessed. All faculty assessors 
attended a calibration session and used a standard rubric. 

To determine targets for the Critical Thinking Skills objective, the CCAT consulted 
UTSA students’ self-reported results on the National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE). The CCAT expected that the means, medians, and modes for all rubric criteria 
nested within each SLO would meet or exceed 3 (“Accomplished”) on the 1-4 scale. 

Results are generally concerning as students fell short of the benchmarks (means, 
medians, modes of three on a scale 1-4) for all criteria with two exceptions. The mode 
was 3 for students’ abilities to articulate a “question, thesis, or hypothesis [that] reflects 
understanding of topic” and to “evaluate evidence or sources.” Neither the means nor 
medians for any criteria reached the benchmark. However, students scored the lowest on 
their ability to integrate relevant evidence to support their position or conclusions.  

However, these results should be interpreted with caution considering the size of the 
student sample (n = 368). Still, some implications can be gleaned from this initial 
assessment process. In the final section of this report, recommendations to improve 
student learning and the assessment process are presented. 
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CORE CURRICULUM ASSESSMENT REPORT: 
CRITICAL THINKING 

2017-2018 

DESCRIPTION OF OVERALL ASSESSMENT PROCESS 
The manner in which assessment is designed and conducted varies depending on its 
specific purpose. The overarching purpose of the Core Curriculum Assessment Team’s 
(CCAT) work is to address the question: How well are UTSA students mastering the six 
state-mandated Core Curriculum objectives? (An overview of THECB Core Curriculum 
Requirements and CCAT Charge and Membership are included in Appendices A and B, 
respectively.) 

To address this question, the CCAT designed an ongoing three-year assessment cycle 
whereby two (of the six) state-mandated objectives will be assessed each year. In year 
four, the cycle will begin again. 

Table 1. Overview of UTSA CCAT Assessment Schedule 
STATE-REQUIRED OBJECTIVE 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 
Critical Thinking X 
Communication Skills X 
Empirical & Quantitative Skills X 
Teamwork X 
Social Responsibility X 
Personal Responsibility X 

In 2017-18, the Critical Thinking Skills (CT) and Social Responsibility (SR) objectives 
were assessed. Details regarding SR Assessment are presented in a separate report. This 
report speaks to the question, “How well are UTSA students mastering Critical Thinking 
Skills as defined by the THECB?”  

ASSESSMENT OF CRITICAL THINKING SKILLS  
THECB Definition and UTSA Student Learning Outcomes. To address the THECB’s 
definition of Critical Thinking, the CCAT developed two student learning outcomes 
(SLOs). 
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Table 2. THECB	Definition	of	Critical	Thinking	Skills	and	UTSA	Student	
Learning	Outcomes	

ALIGNMENT WITH THECB CORE CURRICULUM OBJECTIVES 
THECB Objective Definition UTSA Student Learning Outcomes 
Critical Thinking Skills: To include creative 
thinking, innovation, inquiry, and analysis, evaluation 
and synthesis of information. 

Students will be able to: 
3. Articulate in writing research

questions, a thesis, or a hypothesis

4. Use the appropriate evidence to
justify a position or conclusion.

Description of Assessment Process for Critical Thinking (CT). To measure these SLOs, 
the CCAT determined which courses would be sampled, designed assessment 
methodologies, developed a scoring rubric, and extended to faculty an invitation to 
participate in the process. Detailed information regarding methodologies and results is 
included in the following sections. 

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY: METHODS, MEASURES, & TARGETS 
Methods. As depicted in Appendix A, CT is required in all eight Core Curriculum 
components: Communication; Mathematics; Life and Physical Sciences; Language, 
Philosophy, and Culture; Creative Arts; American History; Government/Political 
Science; and Social and Behavioral Sciences. The population was operationally defined 
as UTSA Roadrunners in the 2014, 2015, or 2016 cohorts who had completed their Core 
Curriculum at UTSA. 

In the Fall and Spring 2017-18 semesters, a list of 2014, 2015, and 2016 Roadrunners, 
their class schedules, and instructors was obtained from OIR. Once the population was 
identified, samples of student work were obtained via a two-step process. First, the 
population-specific course instructors were surveyed to identify courses that included 
existing assignments appropriate for this assessment. (The Qualtrics Survey is included in 
Appendix C.) Table 3 summarizes faculty response rates for both semesters. 

Table 3. Qualtrics Survey Response Rates: Fall and Spring 
Qualtrics Survey  

Emailed to Faculty 
N Responded % Responded 

Fall 684 354 51.7 
Spring 993 398 40.1 

In the second phase of the process, a call for samples of students’ work was sent to 
faculty who indicated that appropriate existing assignments were required in their 
courses. 

Specifically, the CCAT requested a brief description of the assignment and samples of 
students’ work that met all of the following criteria: 

• Typed,
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• Ranged in length from 300 words to approximately 1300 words (maximum of
about 5 pages double spaced) and

• Required students to:
1. Articulate in writing research questions, a thesis, or a hypothesis and
2. Use the appropriate evidence to support an argument or conclusion.

All student samples were redacted and uploaded to SharePoint. The following samples 
were obtained: 
Table 4. Overview of Submitted Samples 

Semester N % of Total 
Fall 154 18.3 
Spring 685 81.6 
Total Collected 839 

It is important to note that it was not possible to assess all 839 submitted samples. In 
some cases, no faculty assessors in a particular discipline could be identified, e.g.: 
Kinesiology. Further, additional constraints, i.e.: budget and time, proved to be 
prohibitive.  

Three calibration and assessment sessions were held in the John Peace Library (JPL) as 
follows: 
Table 5. Schedule: Calibration Sessions 
Date Disciplines Assessed 
June 20-22 English, Political Science, Communication 
July 18-20 Anthropology, ESL, Bilingual Studies, Sociology, Early Childhood 

Education 
July 30-
Aug 1 

Biology, Environmental Studies/HON, Literacy Teacher Education, 
Geology, Interdisciplinary Studies, C&I 

Dr. Nancy Martin, Associate Vice Provost-Core Curriculum & QEP, held a norming 
session on Day 1 of each session. (A sample Power Point presented at a norming session 
is included in Appendix E.) Art Pagano was available to assist with SharePoint as needed. 

Each paper was assigned to three faculty evaluators. However, due to unforeseen 
circumstances, on several occasions only two of the three assessors were able to attend 
the calibration session. Thus, it was necessary to go forward with only those assessors 
who completed the norming session and all analyses were conducted using two, rather 
than three, assessors. In those cases where three assessors assessed samples, results from 
the two with the strongest inter-rater reliabilities were analyzed. 

Following the calibration session, assessors worked independently of one another. Each 
triad/pair of assessors was assigned student work from their respective disciplines. 
Faculty assessors utilized a standard rubric (see Appendix D) that addressed the CT SLOs 
(not course content). Faculty assessors were paid varying amounts commensurate with 
the number of samples assessed. Payments ranged from $100 to $500. 
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Measures Used to Assess CT. A rubric was developed to assess critical thinking skills. 
(See Appendix D.) All criteria were assessed using a four-point scale (Outstanding, 
Accomplished, Developing, Deficient/Unacceptable).  

Targets. To determine targets for the Critical Thinking Skills objective, the CCAT 
consulted UTSA students’ self-reported results on the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE). The CCAT expected that the means, medians, and modes for all 
rubric criteria nested within each SLO would meet or exceed 3 (“Accomplished”) on the 
1-4 scale.

DESCRIPTION OF POPULATION AND SAMPLE 
The tables below describe the population i.e.: the total numbers of core complete 
Roadrunners within the identified cohorts, and student samples with fall and spring 
semesters combined. Specifically, the students’ college, gender, ethnicity, and grade 
point average (GPA) are summarized.  

POPULATION AND SAMPLE 
The tables below describe the population and student sample for both semesters 
combined. Specifically, the students’ college, gender, ethnicity, and grade point average 
(GPA) are summarized. While these tables depict a student sample generally 
representative of the Roadrunner population, it is worth noting that the Colleges of 
Education & Human Development; Liberal & Fine Arts; and Sciences were slightly over-
represented while the Colleges of Architecture, Business, and Engineering, slightly 
under-represented in the sample. Female and Hispanic/Latino students were over-
represented in the sample. Black/African American students were under-represented. 
However, GPAs of students in the sample were representative of the population. 

Table 6. Selected Student Population by College 
Population Sample 

College # % # % 
Architecture, Construction & Planning 74 2.44% 0 0.00% 
Business 613 20.18% 10 2.72% 
Education & Human Development 512 16.86% 75 20.38% 
Engineering 217 7.15% 5 1.36% 
Liberal and Fine Arts 974 32.07% 184 50.00% 
Public Policy 136 4.48% 18 4.89% 
Sciences 461 15.18% 71 19.29% 
University College 50 1.65% 5 1.36% 
No College Identified 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Grand Total 3037 100.00% 368 100.00% 
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Table 7. Selected Student Population by Gender 
Population Sample 

Gender # % # % 
Female 1756 57.82% 251 68.21% 
Male 1281 42.18% 117 31.79% 
Grand Total 3037 100.00% 368 100.00% 

Table 8. Selected Student Population by Race/Ethnicity 
Population Sample 

Race/Ethnicity # % # % 
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 0.03% 0 0.00% 
Asian 190 6.26% 24 6.52% 
Black or African American 328 10.80% 27 7.34% 
Hispanic/Latino 1698 55.91% 221 60.05% 
International 32 1.05% 1 0.27% 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 5 0.16% 1 0.27% 
Two or More Races 103 3.39% 11 2.99% 
Unknown 10 0.33% 0 0.00% 
White 670 22.06% 83 22.55% 
Grand Total 3037 100.00% 368 100.00% 

Table 9. Average, Minimum and Maximum GPAs for Selected Population 
Population Sample 

Average Median Min Max Average Median Min Max 
Freshman(n=0)  N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A 
Sophomores(n=21) 2.80 2.80 1.37 3.92 2.79 2.77 2.18 3.53 
Juniors(n=140) 3.00 2.96 1.88 4.00 3.07 3.06 1.88 3.98 
Seniors(n=207) 3.16 3.18 1.77 4.00 3.19 3.20 2.07 3.99 
Total(n=368) 3.08 3.08 1.37 4.00 3.12 3.15 1.88 3.99 

RESULTS 
Inter-rater Reliability (IRR). A triad of faculty assessors was assigned to evaluate student 
papers within their respective disciplines. Although each paper was assigned to three 
faculty evaluators, on several occasions only two assessors were able to attend the 
calibration session. Only those assessors who completed the norming session evaluated 
samples. Thus, analyses were conducted using two, rather than three, assessors. In those 
cases where three assessors assessed samples, results from the two with the strongest 
inter-rater reliability were analyzed. 

To obtain an estimate of inter-rater reliability (consistency between raters), the Intraclass 
Correlation (ICC) was determined. The ICC estimates between most consistent faculty 
assessor-pairs are summarized in the table below and generally considered moderate 
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(0.50 – 0.74) or good (0.75 – 0.90) with three of the 12 pairs within the poor range 
(slightly below .50). 

Table 10. Intraclass Correlation (ICC) Between Raters 
Discipline Rater Pair ICC 

ANT A .56 
ESL/BBL B .77 

BIO C .57 
C&I/IDS D .53 

COM E .59 
ECE F .47 
ES G .51 

SOC H .49 
GEO I .77 
LTED J .75 
POL K .56 

ENG/WS L .47 

Results 
Scores from each pair of raters were averaged together to obtain an overall score for each 
student. On a scale from one to four (4 = Outstanding, 3 = Accomplished, 2 = 
Developing, 1= Deficient/Unacceptable), the following overall results were determined 
(n = 368). 

Table 11. Results 

Critical Thinking * 
Fall 2017 & Spring 2018 

Mean Median Mode SD Range 

I. Articulate
1. Clearly states a researchable/testable/supportable main
idea. 2.576 2.5 2.5 0.650 3 
2. Question, thesis, or hypothesis is specific and focused. 2.457 2.5 2.5 0.657 3 
3. Question, thesis, or hypothesis reflects understanding of
topic. 2.633 2.5 3.0 0.578 3 
II. Evidence
1. Evaluates evidence or sources. 2.591 2.5 3.0 0.628 3 
2. Synthesizes relevant evidence to support position or
conclusions. 2.381 2.5 2.0 0.656 3 
Overall (All Criteria) 2.527 2.5 2.1 0.539 2.8 

* NOTE:
Scores for 52 duplicate students (those enrolled in more than one sampled course
during the same semester) were averaged together.

For each individual criterion (1 - 5), the statistics are based on the average of the two 
assessors’ scores. However, the overall results are based on the average of the five 
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criteria (i.e.: the average of 10 scores - two per criterion x five criteria). For example, 
the highest average of the five criteria = 3.8, and lowest of 1.  This calculation method 
is also reflected in the median and mode. 

Table 12. Results by Gender 

Gender n Mean Median Mode SD 

Female 253 2.510 2.5 2.9 0.533 
Male 115 2.565 2.6 2.7 0.551 
Total 368 2.527 2.525 2.1 0.539 

Table 13. Results by Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity n Mean Median Mode SD 

American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0 0 0 0 
Asian 25 2.570 2.6 2.6 0.398 
Black or African American 27 2.404 2.3 2.1 0.545 
Hispanic/Latino 219 2.496 2.5 2.1 0.544 
International 1 2.600 2.6 N/A N/A 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 1 2.500 2.5 N/A N/A 
Two or More Races 11 2.395 2.35 1.8 0.588 
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 
White 84 2.652 2.65 2.6 0.547 
Grand Total 368 2.527 2.525 2.1 0.539 

SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
Summary 
The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) requires that Critical 
Thinking Skills (CT) be included in all eight components of the Core Curriculum: 
Communication; Mathematics; Life and Physical Sciences; Language, Philosophy, and 
Culture; Creative Arts; American History; Government/Political Science; and Social and 
Behavioral Sciences.  

The UTSA Core Curriculum Assessment Team (CCAT) determined a three-year 
assessment cycle whereby two state-required objectives are assessed each academic year. 
The CCAT consists of 13 faculty members from across all UTSA colleges and is divided 
into six working groups – one for each objective. In consultation with the full CCAT, the 
CT Working Group 

• Developed student learning outcomes,
• Developed a plan for sampling students,
• Developed a standard rubric, and
• Identified specific core courses to be sampled.

Two student learning outcomes were assessed: 
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To demonstrate mastery of critical thinking skills, students will be able to: 
1. Articulate	in	writing	research	questions,	a	thesis,	or	a	hypothesis
2. Use	the	appropriate	evidence	to	justify	a	position	or	conclusion.

The population was operationally defined as UTSA Roadrunners in the 2014, 2015, and 
2016 cohorts who had completed their Core Curriculum at UTSA. Samples of students’ 
work (n = 368) were drawn from courses where instructors indicated the existing 
requirements included an assignment appropriate for CT assessment. Three colleges were 
slightly under-represented (Architecture, Construction, and Planning; Business; 
Engineering) and three colleges were slightly over-represented (Education and Human 
Development; Liberal and Fine Arts; Sciences) in the sample. Slight differences exist 
between the population and the sample regarding gender and ethnicity. However, GPAs 
of those students in the sample were representative of the population. It was not possible 
to evaluate all submitted samples due to time and budget constraints. Assessed samples 
were drawn from 15 different disciplines.  

Two to three faculty from each assessed discipline attended a norming session and 
utilized a standard rubric to evaluate student samples. Measures of inter-rater reliability 
between faculty assessor pairs generally ranged from moderate to good with three 
assessors in the “poor” range. Scores garnered from two assessors within each discipline 
with the strongest inter-rater reliability were analyzed. 

Results are generally concerning as students fell short of the benchmarks (means, 
medians, modes of three on the 1-4 scale) for all criteria with two exception. The mode 
was 3 for students’ abilities to articulate a “question, thesis, or hypothesis [that] reflects 
understanding of topic” and to “evaluate evidence or sources.” Neither the means nor 
medians for any criteria reached the benchmark. However, students scored the lowest on 
their ability to integrate relevant evidence to support their position or conclusions.  

The following recommendations are offered for improvement. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE STUDENT LEARNING 
These results should be interpreted cautiously given that the size of the student sample (n 
= 368) was smaller than we had hoped (n = 450). Still, some implications can be gleaned 
from this initial assessment process. Although none of the benchmarks were met in this 
first iteration of CT assessment, these results provide direction going forward. 

Clearly disappointing, these results indicate a need for a careful review of core course 
curricula related to Critical Thinking Skills as defined by the THECB. Going forward, the 
CCAT makes three salient recommendations based on these results: 

1. Curriculum Review. Faculty should carefully review course content and teaching
strategies to determine how (or if) Critical Thinking Skills are addressed in all core
courses and, more important, how implementation might be better focused and
improved. Are class activities and assignments designed to foster application and/or
analysis of concepts? Are students guided in how to approach problem solving in a
consistent, systematic way? Are they encouraged to determine, build, evaluate, and
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support arguments? To what extent do class exams require critical thinking versus 
comprehension-level (rote) questions? 

2. Signature Assignments. Implementing state-mandated requirements can be a
challenge, especially in courses with large enrollments. Thus, the CCAT recommends
that faculty carefully consider implementing signature assignments as a practical
means to address multiple objectives simultaneously. For example, a group case
study, as implemented in Environmental Science core courses, requires students to
simultaneously engage in critical thinking skills, quantitative skills, and teamwork.
WRC 1013 and WRC 1023 utilize portfolios and a reflective essay to guide students’
synthesis and critical analysis of their own writing skill development over time. These
are just two examples that could be adapted to various courses across the entire core
curriculum. Resources are available to assist in the design and development of a
signature assignment that will nest suitably within course content. A few examples of
online resources include:
The LEAP Texas Signature Assignment Institutes:
https://leaptx.org/development-hub/assignments-signature-work/

The University of Texas at Austin Signature Course Essentials Sample Documents:
https://ugs.utexas.edu/sig/plan/samples

The NILOA Assignment Library:
http://degreeprofile.org/featured-assignments/

3. Professional Development. Core curriculum faculty should actively engage in
professional development opportunities that address how to best design and
implement assignments and assessments that foster Critical Thinking Skills, as
defined by the THECB. To that end, the Associate Vice Provost – Teaching and
Learning Services and the Associate Vice Provost – Core Curriculum should work
closely together to develop and deliver faculty support to support those efforts.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS 
It is possible that these results are more a reflection of the assessment process than 
students’ CT skills. Assessment is often a messy process and this was no exception. This 
gives rise to important questions: (1) what lessons have we learned and (2) how can we 
improve the assessment process in the future? To that end, the following 
recommendations are made. 

Assessment Challenges & Recommendations to Improve the Assessment Process 
All assessors received a Qualtrics survey at the conclusion of the SR evaluation process. 
Their feedback and our experiences related to the assessment process were considered by 
the CCAT and are reflected in the recommendations below. 
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Technology 
The CCAT is indebted to the Office of Institutional Effectiveness staff for their generous 
time and expertise. Brian Cordeau’s and Art Pagano’s contributions were especially 
valuable to the success of this initiative. 

SharePoint. A fairly complex SharePoint (SP) site was designed and developed for 
faculty to submit and assessors to access student writing samples. The SP site worked 
very well for the submission process and was improved over last year’s assessment 
process. However, some frustrations were experienced during the assessment process. 
For example, assessors found it difficult to copy and paste the file name into the rubric. 
Thus, several assessors typed the file name into the rubric field. Numerous mistakes had 
to be manually corrected before analyses could be conducted. 

Recommendation 
Neither SharePoint nor Blackboard is designed for this purpose. An assessment 
management tool would save countless hours in the process of obtaining and assessing 
samples and analyzing results. Funds should be made available to procure an assessment 
management tool, e.g., Taskstream or Chalk and Wire, to automate the process as much 
as possible.  

Methodology  
Operational Definition. There are multiple ways to operationally define, and therefore to 
assess, Critical Thinking. Although definitions and processes were carefully considered at 
the outset, they should be reconsidered now that we have completed the second year in 
the assessment cycle. 

Recommendation 
The CCAT should re-visit the SLOs and our overall approach to CT assessment. Perhaps 
there is another (better) way to evaluate our students’ CT skills. Specifically, did we 
request student work that best reflects their CT skills? Might an external (paper and 
pencil) instrument be a more effective means of measuring students’ skills?  

Complexity. Once the student population was obtained, a Qualtrics survey was developed 
to determined which courses included existing assignments suitable for these assessment 
purposes. The survey programming (which included skip logic and pipe text) was 
complex and took time to develop, test, and disseminate thus further delaying the request 
to faculty for samples of student work.  

Recommendation 
The CCAT should carefully revisit the methodology in place prior to re-assessing Critical 
Thinking Skills in 2020-21. It could be that a more straightforward methodology (e.g.: 
invitation email versus a survey or sampling thoroughly within the core curriculum) will 
yield results of equal or higher quality. 

Assessors. Three (trained) faculty assessors evaluated each student paper with inter-rater 
reliability coefficients ranging from poor to good. Changes were made in the way 
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calibration sessions were conducted this year that likely explain generally stronger inter-
rater reliabilities compared to the 2016-17 assessment year. However, utilizing three 
assessors (versus two) greatly complicated scheduling the calibration sessions, required 
multiple sessions, and significantly increased the cost of assessment.  

Recommendation 
The CCAT should carefully consider the advantages and disadvantages of using three 
assessors for all student papers. Perhaps a pair of raters should assess all papers and a 
third rater should only be used when inter-rater reliability indicates it is advantageous to 
do so. This approach presents additional considerations regarding norming/calibration 
logistics that would need to be carefully considered as well. 

Sampling. Samples were drawn from core complete Roadrunners in the 2014, 2015, and 
2016 cohorts. However, due to complex methodology, more samples were collected than 
could realistically be evaluated (n = 839 were submitted; n = 368 were assessed). 

Recommendation 
Efforts should be made to assess at least 450 student samples in the future. To that end, 
the CCAT should carefully consider whether to sample from outside the core or broadly 
from within the core so that fewer disciplines are represented. As we move forward with 
the new policy requiring courses to periodically re-apply to remain a part of the core 
curriculum, the Core Curriculum Committee (CCC) should consider requiring signature 
assignments that could foster critical thinking (as well as other state-mandated objectives) 
and facilitate assessment. 

Conclusion 
The 2017-18 academic year marked the second year in UTSA’s three-year assessment 
cycle. While there is clearly room for improvement, the process was generally successful. 
In reviewing this report, it is important to bear in mind that assessment is an iterative 
process. Its primary purpose is to provide direction for student learning improvement. To 
that end, the assessment process was successful. 
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APPENDIX A. 
OVERVIEW OF THECB CORE CURRICULUM STATE REQUIREMENTS 



WAAR/6.4.2012 

     Required Core Objectives  Optional Core Objectives 

Foundational Component Area SCH CT COM EQS TW SR PR 

Communication 6       

Courses in this category focus on developing ideas and expressing them clearly, considering the effect of the message, fostering understanding, and building the 

skills needed to communicate persuasively. 

Courses involve the command of oral, aural, written, and visual literacy skills that enable people to exchange messages appropriate to the subject, occasion, and 
audience. 

Mathematics 3       

Courses in this category focus on quantitative literacy in logic, patterns, and relationships. 
Courses involve the understanding of key mathematical concepts and the application of appropriate quantitative tools to everyday experience. 

Life and Physical Sciences 6       

Courses in this category focus on describing, explaining, and predicting natural phenomena using the scientific method. 
Courses involve the understanding of interactions among natural phenomena and the implications of scientific principles on the physical world and on human 

experiences. 

Language, Philosophy & Culture 3       

Courses in this category focus on how ideas, values, beliefs, and other aspects of culture express and affect human experience. 

Courses involve the exploration of ideas that foster aesthetic and intellectual creation in order to understand the human condition across cultures. 

Creative Arts 3       

Courses in this category focus on the appreciation and analysis of creative artifacts and works of the human imagination. 
Courses involve the synthesis and interpretation of artistic expression and enable critical, creative, and innovative communication about works of art. 

American History 6       

Courses in this category focus on the consideration of past events and ideas relative to the United States, with the option of including Texas History for a portion 

of this component area.  
Courses involve the interaction among individuals, communities, states, the nation, and the world, considering how these interactions have contributed to the 

development of the United States and its global role. 

Government/Political Science 6       

Courses in this category focus on consideration of the Constitution of the United States and the constitutions of the states, with special emphasis on that of 

Texas. 
Courses involve the analysis of governmental institutions, political behavior, civic engagement, and their political and philosophical foundations. 

Social and Behavioral Sciences 3       

Courses in this category focus on the application of empirical and scientific methods that contribute to the understanding of what makes us human. 

Courses involve the exploration of behavior and interactions among individuals, groups, institutions, and events, examining their impact on the individual, society, 

and culture. 

Component Area Option 6       

a. A minimum of 3 SCH must meet the definition and corresponding Core Objectives specified in one of the foundational component areas 

b. As an option for up to 3 semester credit hours of the Component Area Option, an institution may select course(s) that: 
(i) Meet(s) the definition specified for one or more of the foundational component areas; and  

(ii) Include(s) a minimum of three Core Objectives, including Critical Thinking Skills, Communication Skills, and one of the remaining Core Objectives of the 
institution's choice. 



	  

1 

Summary of Guidelines for Texas Core Curriculum Requirements 

 
Core Objectives. Through the Texas Core Curriculum, students will prepare for contemporary challenges by developing and 
demonstrating the following core objectives:  

(A)  Critical Thinking Skills: to include creative thinking, innovation, inquiry, and analysis, evaluation and synthesis of 
information; 

(B)  Communication Skills: to include effective development, interpretation and expression of ideas through written, oral 
and visual communication; 

(C)  Empirical and Quantitative Skills: to include the manipulation and analysis of numerical data or observable facts 
resulting in informed conclusions;  
 
(D)  Teamwork: to include the ability to consider different points of view and to work effectively with others to support a 
shared purpose or goal; 
 
(E)  Social Responsibility: to include intercultural competence, knowledge of civic responsibility, and the ability to engage 
effectively in regional, national, and global communities. 
	  
(F)  Personal Responsibility: to include the ability to connect choices, actions and consequences to ethical decision-
making;  
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APPENDIX B 
CORE CURRICULUM ASSESSMENT TEAM 

CHARGE & STRUCTURE 

CHARGE  
The Core Curriculum Assessment Team (CCAT) will support the overarching assessment 
of the six state-mandated core curriculum objectives by developing: 

• Outcome statements for each state-required objective
• Assessment Methodologies & Guidelines for implementation, e.g.: sampling,

timeline, etc.
• Measures (e.g.: rubrics)
• Feedback processes

Overarching assessment will consider each state-required objective in a broader sense 
than course-based assessment by evaluating each objective across the entire core 
curriculum. Results of a more broad-based assessment will inform improvement across 
the core curriculum. 

STRUCTURE 
Academic deans recommended faculty members to serve on the CCAT who have 
expertise in at least one state-required core objective, knowledge of and/or interest in 
assessment and/or undergraduate education. Deans indicated each nominee’s area(s) of 
expertise.  

Appointed by Provost, the team is composed of representatives from all UTSA colleges 
(proportional to the colleges’ undergraduate majors and involvement in the core 
curriculum) and a Faculty Senate representative. The CCAT consists of 13 faculty 
members and is chaired by the Associate Vice Provost—Core Curriculum & QEP. 
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MEMBERS OF THE CORE CURRICULUM ASSESSMENT TEAM 
2017-18 

 
 

NANCY K. MARTIN, Chair 

ASSOCIATE VICE PROVOST 

Core Curriculum & QEP 
 

SAADET BEESON 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

Architecture, Construction and Planning 

Faculty Senate Representative 

MARCO CERVANTES 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

College of Education & Human 

Development 

MANUEL DIAZ 

PROFESSOR 

College of Engineering 

VICTOR HELLER 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

College of Business 

MARK LEUNG 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

College of Business 

TERRI MATIELLA 

SENIOR LECTURER 

College of Sciences 

CT Working Group 

KASEY NEECE-FIELDER, EX OFFICIO  

ASSOCIATE VICE PROVOST 

Office of Institutional Effectiveness  

MARITA NUMMIKOSKI 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

College of Liberal & Fine Arts 

GAIL PIZZOLA 

WRITING PROGRAM DIRECTOR 

University College 

DAVID ROMERO 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

College of Liberal & Fine Arts 

TARA SCHMIDT 

SCHOLARLY RESEARCH LIBRARIAN II 

CT Working Group 

DAVID SENSEMAN 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

College of Sciences 

CT Working Group 

MARIE TILLYER 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

College of Public Policy 
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APPENDIX C. 
SAMPLE QUALTRICS SURVEY 

Please	respond	to	the	yes/no	question	below	on	or	before	8:	00	am	Tues,	Oct.	
10.		

The	following	course(s)	has	been	identified	as	a	possible	source	from	which	
student	work	may	be	sampled.		
[Insert	specific	Course	Prefix	#,	Section(s)]	

Do	the	existing	requirements	for	this	course	include	an	assignment	that	meets	ALL	of	
the	following	criteria:	

• Typed,
• Range	in	length	from	300	words	to	approximately	1300	words	(maximum	of

about	5	pages	double	spaced)	and
• Require	students	to:
1. Articulate	in	writing	research	questions,	a	thesis,	or	a	hypothesis	and
2. Use	the	appropriate	evidence	to	support	an	argument	or	conclusion.

(Yes/No)	

If	your	existing	course	requirements	include	assignments	appropriate	for	this	
assessment,	we	will	be	in	contact	at	a	later	date	with	additional	information,	including	
specifically	which	students	in	your	class(es)	will	be	sampled.	

Thank	you	for	your	participation.	
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APPENDIX D. 
RUBRIC 

CCAT-CRITICAL THINKING ASSESSMENT SCORE SHEET 2017-18 

I. ARTICULATE	IN	WRITING	RESEARCH	QUESTIONS,	A	THESIS,	OR	A	HYPOTHESIS

1. Clearly states a researchable/testable/supportable main idea.
4 3 2 1 

Outstanding Accomplished Developing Deficient/Unacceptable 

2. Question, thesis, or hypothesis is specific and focused.
4 3 2 1 

Outstanding Accomplished Developing Deficient/Unacceptable 

3. Question, thesis, or hypothesis reflects understanding of topic.
4 3 2 1 

Outstanding Accomplished Developing Deficient/Unacceptable 

II.USE	THE	APPROPRIATE	EVIDENCE	TO	JUSTIFY	A	POSITION	OR	CONCLUSION.

4. Evaluates evidence or sources.
4 3 2 1 

Outstanding Accomplished Developing Deficient/Unacceptable 

5. Synthesizes relevant evidence to support position or conclusions.
4 3 2 1 

Outstanding Accomplished Developing Deficient/Unacceptable 

Glossary	
4 3 2 1 

Outstanding Accomplished Developing Deficient/Unacceptable 
Response is 
outstanding, 

nuanced. 

Response is correct 
& complete; fully 

developed & 
supported 

Response is 
complete but 

partially 
developed or 

supported 

Response is factually 
incorrect &/or 

incomplete. 

1. Question/thesis/hypothesis:	statement	that	is	supportable	by	theory	or	facts.
2. Evaluates:	clearly	states	supportable	stance.
3. Evidence/Sources:	objective,	credible	information.
4. Synthesizes:	combining,	integrating	information.
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APPENDIX E. 
SAMPLE NORMING SESSION AGENDA 

AGENDA 
CORE CURRICULUM ASSESSMENT: CRITICAL THINKING 

CALIBRATION SESSION & ASSESSMENT 
ANT, BBL, ESL, ECE, SOC 

JULY 18 (2:30-5:00) 
JULY 19 & 20 (9:00-4:00) 

JPL 2.01.22 GROUP SPOT SIDE B 

DAY 1: 2:30-5:00 
2:30-2:45 Sign In 

Overview of the Day & Process 

2:45-4:00 Calibration Session 
Nancy Martin 

Login to Computer 
Overview of Technology: Accessing Samples & Rubrics in SharePoint 
Nancy Martin & Art Pagano 

4:00-5:00 Begin Assessment * 

DAYS 2 & 3: 9:00-4:00 
8:30  Light Breakfast 

9:00-12:00 Assessment * 

12:00-12:45 Lunch (On your own in JPL food court.) 

12:45-4:00 Assessment * 

* NOTE: During the assessment process, please take breaks individually as 
needed.  
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APPENDIX F. 
NORMING SESSION SAMPLE POWER POINT 



8/20/18	

1	

J U N E  2 6 ,  2 7 ,  2 8 ,  2 0 1 8  

ASSESSING SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
THE CORE CURRICULUM:  

AAS, BBL/MAS, SOC  

HOUSEKEEPING 

•  Restrooms 
 
•  Overview Agenda  
•  Today 
•  Wednesday 
•  Thursday 
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2	

 

 
 

Assessment 

 
 
 

Grading 
 
 
 

ü Assessing 
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GRADING VS. ASSESSMENT 

Grading Assessment 

Focus Individual students Cohorts of students 
 

Goal Evaluate how well 
individual students met 
expectations for a 
course. 

Systematically 
examine patterns of 
student learning across 
courses & programs & 
use information to 
improve educational 
practices and student 
learning. 

Eberly Center, Carnegie Melon University 
What Is Assessment, Loma Linda University Health 

? 
 
 

How well are UTSA students mastering the 
state Core Curriculum requirements? 
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3-YEAR ASSESSMENT CYCLE 

THECB-Required Objective 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

Critical Thinking Skills X 

Communication Skills X 

Empirical & Quant Skills (EQS) X 

Social Responsibility X 

Personal Responsibility X 

Teamwork X 
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THECB DEFINITION & UTSA SLOs 

Social Responsibility UTSA Student Learning Outcomes 

to include intercultural 
competence, knowledge of civic 
responsibility, and the ability to 
engage effectively in regional, 
national, and global communities. 

Students will be able to: 
1)  Communicate the ability to 

address diverse cultures and 
communities. 

 
2) Articulate the understanding of 
self as a participant in society with 
avenues available to work with 
others toward public purposes. 
 
3) Articulate the understanding of 
social issues locally, regionally, 
nationally, and internationally. 

SAMPLE FOR SLO 1 & 3 

 
 
 

610 
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SAMPLE FOR SLO 1 & 3 

Students enrolled in: 
AAS 2013 (n = 69) 

BBL/MAS 2023  (n = 35) 
SOC 2013 (n = 164) 

 
ANT 2063 (n = 173) 
MUS  2243 (n = 14) 
PSY 1013 (n = 155) 

 
 

ASSESSING SAMPLES 

 
Each assessor assigned student responses 

 
Scored by 3 assessors 

 
Process: 

Independent 
Consistent 
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WRITING PROMPT 

Imagine that you are interacting with a person from a different 
culture than your own.   
 
Identify (1) the culture of the person with whom you imagine 
interacting, (2) a cultural characteristic for which you should be 
sensitive, AND (3) a social, political, or economic issue you will 
discuss.   
  
Finally, in approximately 250-350 words, (4) discuss how your 
behaviors would be sensitive to the culture of the other person 
and describe how a different cultural perspective might affect 
one’s interpretation of the issue. Explain your own position on the 
issue and justify it using facts or objective criteria. Explain two 
points you plan to bring up in your issue conversation.  

CHOICES 

 
Cultural Characteristic	

 
Social, Political, or Economic Issue 
	

 
Verbal Interaction  

Examples include: volume, tone, 
code switching, language 
customs, etc. 

Non-verbal Interaction: 
Examples include: personal 
space, physicality/touch, eye 
contact, etc. 

Musical/Artistic Expression: 
Examples include: ritual code 
(religious or non-religious), 
musical space, etc. 

A Characteristic of your own choice 
	

 
An Identity Issue 

Examples include: gender, 
sexuality, or ethnic, etc. 

Global Warming 
Terrorism 
Poverty 
Human Trafficking 
Sexism 
Racism 
An Issue of your own choice	
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 1. State your culture and the culture of the person 
with whom you imagine interacting:  
  
2. Cultural Characteristic to which you will be 
especially sensitive:  
  
3. Social, Political, or Economic Issue:  
  
4. Discussion: 

WHAT DO THESE MEAN? 

3 2 1 0 

Accomplished Competent/ 
Adequate  

Superficial/ 
Weak  

Deficient  
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WALK THROUGH SAMPLE PAPER. 

1.) I have lived in America my whole life and consider my culture to be that of 
Americans. The imaginary person I am interacting with is from Sweden. 
2.) One of the key characteristics of the Swedish culture is modesty. They listen 
very well and do not tolerate boasting. I would be sure to remain as humble as 
possible while talking to him and make sure I am not being too aggressive. 
3.) The global issue I would like to discuss with the Swedish person is global 
warming. 
4.) Global warming is a topic that is very close to my heart. With our new 
president in office, I am afraid that the rest of the world may look down on 
America because the government no longer takes climate change seriously. 
Sweden is one of the leading countries in the combat against climate change. 
According to the OECD Environ-mental Performance Review 2014, Sweden is 
one of the most innovative countries when it comes to environment-related 
technology. Also in 2014, Sweden ranked fourth in the Global Cleantech 
Innovation Index. Half of their country's energy comes from renewable sources 
and their legislation continues to work hard to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. When talking to this imaginary person, my main focus would be to 
learn from him. Many Americans can be seen as rude in other countries, so I 
would try very hard to respect his culture. I would ask him how exactly his 
country is fighting this global crisis and try to see ways that we could improve in 
America. I do not think that I would have trouble understanding this person 
because of cultural differences. I would not be asking him to brag about his 
country, I just want to understand the basics of his country’s system to fight 
global warming, so the exchange should be pretty smooth. Based on my prior 
research, the main goals of Sweden project is to increase public awareness and 
increase energy efficiency. These would be the 2 points that I bring up because 
they focus on the small things but it has been shown to work. 

SOC 
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CULTURE IS IDENTIFIED AND RELEVANT TO THE CHOSEN 
CULTURAL CHARACTERISTIC. 

 
 

1 0 

Yes No 

DESCRIBED BEHAVIOR INDICATES CULTURAL SENSITIVITY TO 
MEMBERS OF ANOTHER CULTURE. 

3 2 1 0 

Accomplished 
Description is 

clear, thorough 
and well 

developed  

Competent/ 
Adequate 

Description is 
clear and 

adequately 
developed   

Superficial/ 
Weak 

Description is 
vague or not 

well developed  

Deficient  
Description is 

poorly 
developed or 

missing 
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DESCRIBES HOW A DIFFERENT CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE MAY 
AFFECT ONE’S INTERPRETATION OF THE ISSUE. 

3 2 1 0 

Accomplished 
Description is 

clear, thorough 
and well 

developed  

Competent/ 
Adequate 

Description is 
clear and 

adequately 
developed  

Superficial/ 
Weak 

Description is 
vague or not 

well developed  

Deficient  
Description is 

poorly 
developed or 

missing 

EXPLAINS HIS/HER OWN POSITION AND JUSTIFIES STANCE 
USING FACTS/OBJECTIVE CRITERIA. 

3 2 1 0 

Accomplished 
Explains stance 

clearly and 
thoroughly & 

justifies position 
using facts/

objective criteria  

Competent/ 
Adequate 

Position clearly 
stated and 
adequately 

justified  

Superficial/ 
Weak 

Position 
explained but 
poorly justified  

Deficient  
Did not explain 
position or no 

justification 
offered  
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EXPLAINS TWO POINTS FOR DISCUSSION RELEVANT TO ISSUE.  

3 2 1 0 

Accomplished 
Explains 2 

relevant points 
clearly and 
thoroughly  

Competent/
Adequate 
Explains 2 

relevant points 
adequately  

Superficial/Weak 
Explains only 1 

point or, if 2 
points are 
explained, 

relevance is 
marginal  

Deficient 
Did not explain 

or irrelevant 
points  

ANOTHER SAMPLE 

 
Assess individually. 

Get together and compare assessments. 
 

Where do you agree? 
Where/Why do you disagree?  
Can you adjust your lenses? 
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ACCESSING SAMPLES IN 
SHAREPOINT 

 
 
 

Go to utsa.edu & access your webmail 
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