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Executive Summary of 2009-2010 Assessment Report

Assessment of student educational outcomes at Lawrence Technological University is the responsibility
of the University Assessment Committee (UAC). The function of the UAC is to advise the Director of
Assessment, to plan and carry out assessment of student learning in the academic programs of the
University, and to disseminate results of assessment activities to the University and the general public.
Committee membership typically accounts for the equivalent of three academic hours of service to the
University.

The UAC is chaired by the Director of Assessment (who is a faculty member appointed by the Provost),
one member from each academic department, and the Provost (ex officio), the Associate Provost and the
Coordinator of Institutional Research and Assessment (as non-voting members).

The UAC meets regularly during the academic year (usually 90-minute bi-weekly meetings) to discuss
assessment methodology best practices in each program. These meeting help to ensure the vitality of
assessment within individual programs. The UAC meets for annual semester planning retreats. The UAC
meets with all the University full time faculty, department chairs, program directors and College Deans
during the annual University Assessment Day.

All UAC meeting minutes and associated assessment materials are stored on the university learning
management system.

The primary focus of the 2009-2010 University Assessment Committee (UAC) was to review the
assessment tools and timeline of administration for the University Undergraduate Educational Goals.
This year was the 5th year of a five year cycle and several of the goals have not been comprehensively
assessed including Goal Group 1. Application of Advanced Knowledge (1.1 and 1.2), Goal 11.4
(mathematics and scientific method), and Group V. Character Education (V.1 and V.2). Specific UAC
activities for this year included:

« focusing on Goal Group I through rubric development,

« establishing a sub-committee for determining assessment of character education,

» finalizing and pilot testing a leadership survey instrument, and

* assessing teamwork on a regular cycle.

This report contains the 2009 Assessment Day presentations (which close-the-loop on the previous year
assessment activities), and annual reports from programs for the 2009-2010 academic year (which
describe assessment activities for the academic year and assessment plans for the next academic year).



Assessment Committee Membership Rules

Membership Composition

The Assessment Committee includes a representative from each academic department at LTU, a chairman
that is the Director of Assessment for the University, and two ex officio members: the Provost and the
Coordinator of Institutional Research.

The Assessment Committee is made up of the following individuals:
The Director of Assessment (Chair, faculty representative)
One faculty representative from each academic department.
The Provost, ex officio and non-voting
The Associate Provost, ex officio and non-voting
The Director of Institutional Research and Academic Planning, ex officio and non-voting
The Director of eLearning Services, ex officio and non-voting
One representative from any other academic program as the Dean of the appropriate College
and/or Provost direct.

Chairperson
The Chairperson of the Assessment Committee is the University’s Director of Assessment. He/she is a

faculty member appointed by the Provost.

Committee Members

(1) Each department, and each other program designated by the Provost, names its own representative.

(2) Each department or unit representative serves for a term of three years. In the event of a vacancy
during a term, the department or unit will name a representative to serve the unexpired part of the
regular term.

(3) Continuous membership as a department or unit representative is limited to two regular terms plus
up to two semesters’ service in an unexpired term before the first regular term. A member who
becomes ineligible because of this limit remains ineligible for three years unless the Provost
decides that the department or unit lacks sufficient faculty for a normal rotation.

(4) Renewed terms start in August of each year.

(5) Members will serve 3 years in staggered terms.

(6) Each member will attend an NCA conference, or another conference on academic assessment
approved by the Director and the Provost, during his or her first year of service.

Rules of Order
(1) A two-thirds majority vote of the voting members of the Assessment Committee is required to
change any of the membership rules once this proposal is approved.
(2) Robert’s Rules of Order will be followed in other details that may not have been mentioned in the
membership rules.




UAC Membership 2009-2010 Academic Year

Chair and Director of Assessment

College of Architecture and Design
Architecture
Art and Design

College of Arts and Sciences

Humanities, Social Sciences, and Communication
Mathematics and Computer Science

Natural Sciences

College of Engineering

Civil Engineering

Electrical and Computer Engineering
Engineering Technology

Mechanical Engineering

College of Management
DBA, DMIT, MBA, MSIS, MSOM, BSIT

Ex-Officio Members

Associate Provost

Coordinator, Institutional Research and Assessment
eLearning Services

Donald Carpenter

Ashraf Ragheb
Keith Nagara

Jason Barrett
Jonathon Brewster
Nicole Villeneuve

John Tocco

Rakan Chabaan
William White
Vernon Fernandez

Tim Landon

Stephen Howell
Mary Thomas
Diane Cairns



UAC Membership 2009-2010 Service and Rotation

Vi

Member

Chair and Director of Assessment
College of Architecture and Design
Architecture

Art and Design

College of Arts and Sciences

HSSC

Mathematics and Computer Science
Natural Sciences

College of Engineering

Civil Engineering

Electrical and Computer Engineering
Engineering Technology

Mechanical Engineering

College of Management

BSBA, BSIT, MBA, MSIT

Donald Carpenter

Ashraf Ragheb
Keith Nagara

Jason Barrett
Jon Brewster
Nicole Villeneuve

John Tocco
Rakan Chabaan
William White
Vernon Fernandez

Tim Landon

Years Year Year

Served Started Ends

1 2009-2010 2011-2012
1 2009-2010 2011-2012
1 2009-2010 2011-2012
2 2008-2009 2012-2013
3 2007-2008 2009-2010
3 2008-2009 2010-2011
2 2008-2009 2010-2011
3 2007-2008 2009-2010
6 2004-2005 2009-2010
2 2008-2009 2011-2012
2 2008-2009 2011-2012




University Undergraduate Educational Goals
(September 2007)

Lawrence Technological University is a student-centered, comprehensive, teaching university with
focused, technologically oriented professional programs. The vision of the University is to be the
region’s preeminent private university producing leaders with an entrepreneurial spirit and global
view, by 2015.

The mission of the University is to develop leaders through innovative and agile programs
embracing theory and practice.

Lawrence Tech’s values are:

e Theory and Practice
e Agility and Teamwork
e Integrity and Trust

Lawrence Tech’s cause is the intellectual development and transformation of its students into critical
thinkers, leaders, and lifelong learners.

The educational goals for the University’s undergraduate curricula emphasize five areas:

e  Application of Advanced Knowledge

e Fundamental Cognitive Skills and Abilities
e Leadership and Entrepreneurship

e Teamwork

e Character Education

*hhhhhkhkkkhkhkhhrhrhhhkhkhkhkhkhirrhhhhhhhhirrrhhhhhhihirrihiidkhhiix

Goal Group I — Application of Advanced Knowledge

Undergraduates will participate in one of the major programs offered by the University, all of which

include a capstone experience. This goal is supported by the following outcomes:

I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate knowledge, and expertise in applying this knowledge, in their
fields.

I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate effective use of technology and the ability to apply it in their
fields.

Goal Group Il -Fundamental Cognitive Skills and Abilities

Graduates will have the attributes of a well-educated person. These will include both breadth and
depth of knowledge in the humanities, social sciences, mathematics and analysis, and the natural
sciences, consistent with the basic educational philosophy of the University. This goal is supported
by the following outcomes:

II. 1. Graduates will be skilled in written and oral communication.

vii



1. 2. Graduates will be aware of the diverse basis of our culture and will demonstrate both breadth
and depth in the arts and the humanities.
I1. 3. Graduates will be aware of the foundations and development of American society.

I1. 4. Graduates will demonstrate competence in mathematics and in the use of the scientific method
and laboratory technique.

I1. 5. Graduates will demonstrate creativity and critical thinking, as well as analytical and problem-
solving skills consistent with the technological focus of the University.

Goal Group 11 — Leadership
Undergraduates will receive an education that enables them to exhibit entrepreneurial skills and
to assume positions of leadership. This goal is supported by the following outcomes:

Il. 1. Graduates will have had experiences that promote a high level of professionalism and
integrity, responsible decision-making, confidence in approaching opportunities, and pride in
their abilities.

I11. 2. Graduates will have had experiences that promote the understanding of themselves and others,
sensitivity to other cultures in the context of globalization, and interpersonal skills.

I11. 3. Graduates will have had experiences that promote the ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and formulate plans of action.

I11. 4. Graduates will have been made aware of the importance of lifelong learning.
I11. 5. Graduates will have had experiences that promote a global and societal perspective.

Goal Group IV — Teamwork

Undergraduates will have opportunities to develop the ability to work with others, including those
unlike themselves, so that they can contribute to a diverse society. This goal is supported by the
following outcomes:

IV. 1. Graduates will have had defined roles in teamwork experiences in which both process and
progress are monitored.

viii

IV. 2. Graduates will have had team experiences in which they focus on a common goal, take responsibility
for their own contributions as well as for the team’s product, and evaluate one another’s

contribution to the team.

IV. 3. Graduates will have had team experiences in which they practice making decisions,
reaching consensus, and resolving conflicts.



Goal Group V — Character Education
Undergraduates will have opportunities to develop their ethical and personal values, so that they

can exercise their professional skills in the interests of society. This goal is supported by the
following outcomes:

V. 1. Graduates will have had opportunities to learn the value of contributing to their community
and to society.

V. 2. Graduates will have had opportunities to develop personal values as the foundation of
integrity and professional ethics.



2009-2010 Undergraduate Assessment Plan

Group I. Application of Advanced Knowledge Assessment Strategy Responsible Level Timeline
Academic Unit
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate knowledge, and To be decided and All programs 4th yr Update plan 2008 —
expertise in applying this knowledge, in their developed by Departments 2009
professional fields
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate effective use of To be decided and All programs 4th yr Update plan 2008 -
technology and the ability to apply it in their developed by Departments 2009
professional fields
Group Il. Foundation Cognitive Skills and Abilities Assessment Strategy Responsible Level Timeline
Academic Unit
I1. 1. Graduates will be literate and skilled in written and | Assessment of writing in Humanities 1st yr/ Ongoing
oral communication including communication first and second year core | Department 2nd yr
appropriate to their professional fields courses
Writing Proficiency Multi-disciplinary | 3rdyr | Pull sample in focus
Exam committee years
Observation of oral Multi-disciplinary | 3rd / Every 5 yr, from
presentations committee 4thyr | sp03
I1. 2. Graduates will be aware of the diverse basis of our Place topics relevant to this | HSSC 3rd/ Develop plan 2009
culture and will demonstrate both breadth and outcome on LLT and SSC 4th yr - 2010; implement
depth in the arts and the humanities junior/senior elective Fall 2010
writing assignments
I1. 3. Graduates will be aware of the foundations and Place topics relevant to this | HSSC 3rd / Develop plan 2009
development of American society outcome on LLT and SSC 4th yr —2010 ; Implement Fall
junior/senior elective 2010
writing assignments
I1. 4. Graduates will demonstrate competence in To be decided and MCS and NS 2nd yr Develop plan 2009
mathematics and in the use of the scientific method | developed by Departments - 2010; Implement
and laboratory technique. of MCS and NS Fall 2010
I1. 5. Graduates will demonstrate creativity and critical Fr & Sr | Surveyed in 2007;
thinking, as well as analytical and problem solving ACT-CAAP Test UAC Again in 2011.

skills consistent with the technological focus of the
University
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Group Il11. Leadership

I11. 1. Graduates will have had experiences that promote
a high level of professionalism and integrity,
responsible decision making, confidence in
approaching professional opportunities, and pride

in their abilities and professional self-presentation.

I11. 2. Graduates will have had experiences that promote
the understanding of themselves and others,
sensitivity to other cultures in the context of
globalization, and interpersonal skills.

I11. 3. Graduates will have had experiences that promote
the ability to analyze unfamiliar situations, assess
risk, and formulate plans of action.

I11. 4. Graduates will be aware of the importance of
lifelong learning in their profession.

I11. 5. Graduates will have had experiences that promote
civic responsibility and a global and societal
perspective of contemporary professional life.

Assessment Strategy:

Leadership Survey, Focus
Groups, & Portfolios

Leadership Survey, Focus
Groups, & Portfolios

Leadership Survey

Leadership Survey

Leadership Survey, Focus
Groups, & Portfolios

Responsible
Academic Unit
Leadership
Program & LCIC

Leadership
Program & LCIC

Leadership
Program & LCIC

Leadership
Program & LCIC

Leadership
Program & LCIC

Level

All

All

All

All

All

Timeline

Phased in 2009 —
2012

Phased in 2009 —
2012

Phased in 2009 —
2012

Phased in 2009 —

2012

Phased in 2009 —
2012
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Group 1V. Teamwork Assessment Strategy: Responsible Level Timeline
Academic Unit
IV. 1. Graduates will have had team experiences in Teamwork survey UAC All Spring 2010
which roles and responsibilities are defined and the | Develop a plan of action Fall 2011
team process and their team’s progress is based on baseline
monitored. assessment of teamwork
IV. 2. Graduates will have had team experiences in Same as for IV. 1. SameasforIV.1. | All Same as for IV. 1.
which they focus on a common goal, take
responsibility for their own contributions as well
as for the team’s product, and evaluate one
another’s contribution to the team.
IV. 3. Graduates will have had team experiences in Same as for IV. 1. SameasforIV.1. | All Same as for IV. 1.
which they practice making decisions, reaching
consensus, and resolving conflicts.
Group V. Character Education Assessment Strategy: Responsible Level Timeline
Academic Unit
V. 1. Graduates will have had opportunities to learn the Leadership Survey and (Part of Leadership | All (Part of Leadership
value of contributing to their community and to Focus Groups Program proposal) Program
society Assessment)
Leadership
Program
University
Assessment
Committee
V. 2. Graduates will have had opportunities to develop All 2?77
personal values as the foundation of integrity and Leadership
professional ethics Character Education Program

Survey

UAC




Assessment Day 2009
Friday, September 18, 2009
Lear Auditorium — T429
AGENDA

Continental Breakfast

Welcome

Introduction

Program

Dr. Maria Vaz, Provost

Dr. Maria Vaz, Provost
Dr. Donald Carpenter, Director of Assessment

Assessment Updates
Dr. Donald Carpenter
Dr. Jason Barrett

Dr. Andrew Gerhart

Oral Presentation Assessment Results
Dr. Walter Dean

e-Learning Services Support for Assessment
Ms. Diane Cairns

Break

Assessment Accreditation, and the NCA Visit
Dr. Steve Howell

Keynote Address — Rubrics & Assessment
Dr. Donald Sanderson

Lunch - Cafeteria

Workshop (Cafeteria) — How to Develop a Rubric that Works for

You

Dr. Donald Sanderson

Departmental Meetings

Adjournment

8:30-9:00

9:00-9:10

9:10-9:20

9:20-9:40

9:40 - 10:00

10:00 —10:20

10:20 — 10:40

10:40 - 11:00

11:00-11:30

11:30 - 12:30

12:30 - 3:00

3:00-4:00



WELCOME!

Lawrence Tech
Assessment Day

2009

Assessment Committee (2009 — 2010)

= College of Arts and Science + College of Archifectune &
Dagign

- Astval Ragheb, Archiechae
— Keih Nagars, A & Dasign

« College of Management

= Mok Vilensuve, Nabueal
Sowricas

= Jason Bamell, Humanities,
Socipl Seaniad and

COMMUnCaton = TimlLandon
+  College of Engineering + Ex-Officio Membars
= John Tocco, Cad Engineening — Steve, Howell, ARS0ciate
= Fakan Chabann, Electrical Presost

and Gomputer Engineanng - gﬂ;mﬁ Instiutrenal

= Wiiliam White, rsEing
Technology Eng = [Han Cams. eLeaaming

= ‘ernon Fesmandez, Sarvices
Mechanical Engneering

+ Walter Dean, Chair Emeritus

AM Schedule of Events

9:00 = 9:10 Welcoma
Maria Vaz, Provesd 5000 - 910
8110 - 220 Intreductions
Mara Vaz. Frovos! & Donadd Capaniay, Direcior of AZSassmmenl
9:20 - 240 Assesamant Updates
Dannid Capanier
8:40 = 10:00 Oral Prosentation Assessment Resulis
Waller Dear
10:00 —10:20 E-Learning Services Support for Assessmant
Diame Caims
10:20 - 10:40 Broak
10:40 = 11:00 Assessment, Accreditation, and the NCA Visit
Stenee Howel
11:00 - 11:30 Keynote Address - Rubrics & Assessment
Lv. Danald Sandarson

Assessment Updates

+ Five Educational Goal Groups for the
Liniversity
— Application of Advanced Knowledge
- Fundamental Cognitive Skills and Abilities
—Leadership
— Teamwork
—Character Education

+ Assessed on a Rolating Basis

e

PM Schedule of Events

11:30— 12:30 Lunch — Calotoris

12:30= 3:00 Workshop - How to Develop a Rubric that
‘Works for You

Dr. Dhivaaid Savicarso

3:00 - 4:00 Deparimental Mostings

I

Writing Across The Curriculum

+ Jason Barrett, HSSC Assessment
Committee Representative




ASSESEI’T’IEI"It Df Leadership Student Perceptions of Leadership Abilities

« Andrew Gerhart, Chair of the Leadership Seven statements indicate a downward shift in abilities.
Curriculum Implementation Committee

For two of these sta ents, that is the desired outcome
{l.e., it was a negati tatement),

Far the remaining five nts, the students r
leadership abilities that they should improve.

B

Student Perceptions and the Influence of the Course Student Perceptions of Motivation to Lead

Surveys Administered to LDR 2001 Leadership Models At the beginning and end ofthe course, the students
and Practic

rated 13 statements concerning their motivation to
Prx and posl; Personal view of abilities and motvation -

P ; lead,
Assesament of university's leadership goals

P et e 11 of flel| pr Eight of the statements indicated an increased

5 paint Likert sca 2 1 indicate P : maotivation to lead.
indicates completely agree

The remaining five statements showed no statls!

2% to 45 respondents ::han-_:;e.

Owverall, the student moti on ratings waere high

ek

Student Perceptions of Leadership Abilities Course Meeting Leadership Education Goals

Thirty total statements pertaining to leadership ability.

Ten statements indicate an upward shift in abilities from d of the semester, st
ing to the end of the I

ng the extent to which the course m
university's leadership education goals.

Of those ten, six of the statements indicate an increase
in personal confidence/skills, and four indicate better
self awareness and areas to improve.

statements Indicate litthe te ne change In




Leadership Inventory Peer Assessment

For the pilot offering of the course, students assessed
their pears on 20 characteristics of effective leaders.
Durin

change.

Conclusion

le piece of the
ry

ing soma value.

@ important awareness of the
ation goals.

i) The students see leadership growth in their peens.

Assessment of Teamwork

+ Teamwork was one focal area of University
Assessment Commitiee in 2005 = 2006

Focus of 2005 Assessment DayKeynote/\Workshop
Teamwork Evaluation Survey

= Comprehensive sursey was drafted by Walter Dean,
Daniel Faoroe, and Donald Carpenter based on
literature & the university educational goals

— Pilot testing performed by Student Government
Survey previously conducted in 2006,

&

e

Demographics (2006)

+ N = 695 students {180 female, 484 male, 21

undeclared)

College (258 Architecture & Design, 44 Ars &

Sciences, 333 Engineering, 30 Management)

= Class (92 Freshrman, 86 Sophomore, 182
Juniors, 298 Seniors, 14 Graduate Students)

+ Balance between Day (208), Evening {210), and
Both {248)

+ 312 Transferred to LTU

Tem.

Assessment of Leadership 2009-2010

« Steering Committee

— Andrew Gerhart, Melissa Grunow, Katie Hayes, and
Don Carpenter

+ Developed leadership survey to be administered
annually to students in the curriculum at all levels
— IRB appraval, focus groups, pilettesting, validation, etc.
+ Ewvaluation of Leadership Portfolios using rubrics.

Lawrence

Observations (2006)

+ B5% of freshman have had at least one
experience

+ Most common number of courses with teamwork
for seniors is 3 1o 5 courses

= Most common methods for team formation is self
select ar instructor with no e xplanation

+ Not much pear evaluation oceurming
Individual dominance on decision-making is an

is5UE
Law ce
W rene




Observations (2006)

= 50 to 60% of students cite inability to
schedule meetings as a negative aspect of
teamwork

+ 75% of students thought grading of team
projects was fair

+ T0% of students thought teamwork
experiences were positive
+ Only ¥z of students surveyed engaged in

teamwork outside of class.
Law
watoch.

Assessment of Teamwork 20092010

+ Re-administer the survey to students in
spring 2010 (need assistance).

+ Compare results between 2006 & 2010.

+ Establish acceptable metrics and
determine course of action based on
findings.

+ Present at 2010 Assessment Day

i




What is a F%ﬂjkﬂfﬂﬁ:

WHAT ARE RUBRICS AND HOW
CAN THEY SAVE YOU TIME AND
ENERGY ?

Stages of Assessment Definition

Denial
Anger

Bargaining

Acceptance
Adoption

Use

Rubrics: Part of an
Questions and Answers program

‘What is a Rubric ? a student outcome is

anuse a Rubric ? Giv " t e of performance
1 how can this e time ?
Why iz a Rubric nead
Is this tha right Rubric
How to build better Rubrics




A lot like grading an
assignment

Problem

. High Hunger

Lthat things are

How to build a Rubric

ment measure

S J—

perfarman n educational

Construction

ormance level

B This builds

Example

§ Tha Outcome be

1 Performance Levels
Exceeds —Meets — Does Mot Meet

. Dmaskd Bamdrien 1538



Do I want to eat this ?

Performance -Outcome

tDimeansions

Problem Do I want to eat this

c problemn

[ |I:;|'| | |._||'||g-:-r' Lewel

Waighting the dimensions

L Lt ] O - e o

Do I want to

Adding performance descriptors

e k]



Do I want to eat this Students

2158 1 a8 1

Who can use a Rubric Graders

and how can this save me time 7

b Awell designed rubric can be giventoa

Evaluators Why is a Rubric needed ?

. rultiple




Rubrics are not Grades

Is this the right Rubric ?

10

Determine what you are
measuring

¥ The outcome needs to be important to

1 The autcome needs to be clearlystated

vaillable

Create

The dimensions need to
matter



How to Build Better Rubrics

Consider the impact

Holistic or Analytical

Formative vs. Summative

8 What isthe reason
Final Evaluat

Eval
B Formative ten ve more dime

§ Summative tends towards holistic

What can you measure
retive and Subje Cuten
, Lite
Lab Work, Equipment Skills, Concept

B Engineering
Concepts, Applicat , Capstones

Rubrics myths..

llthe data

11



This afterncon we will put
Tt 2+ into Practice

Café Lawrence

Farpmia ancke rme TEE

12



HOW TO DEVELOP A RUBRIC
THAT WORKS FOR YOU

Schedule

miating Rubrics
Resources

What is an Educational Outcome

Hey Mom..

Itis a demonstratable measurable
Something a student is expected tobe able to
da before graduation

¥ many names

tation, Learnin

Program vs. Course Outcomes

1 Program Cutcomes

Example

Students will p
supparted per

13



Defining an Outcome

Course Educational Outcome

1 Each grouwpsho
they want to meas

14

Blooms Taxonomy

Psychomotor
Affective

Cognitive

yoms Psycho Motor

Wechansm

£ Ersali Baderian 13F

Blooms Affective

Attitudes and
Perceptions R



Blooms Cognitive

The Level of your Outcome

B Knowlet

e able to cite the definition of irony

1 Comprehension

ude il e rewrite the definitio

1 Application

1ts will b le to consbruct an ironic

The Level of your Outcome 2

todetect th

incorporat

Outcomes and modifiers

i Modifiers inthe outcome help youlater to
define performance dimensions
ome, then
t the dimensions into

s add the adjectivesto start, and use
that to drive the dimen tion
The first approachis a little easier whenyou
are first starting to create outcomes
Mo real difference in results

A e e dandaoran 3

Outcomes with modifiers

Students will be able towrite rcomplete
and concise lab reports

vill be able tofull

Creating an Outcome

15



group

Invalvethe people whowill use the autcame

Real life

1 Build a list of all knownoutcomes

Real life 2

art with the existing list

and merge t

guage

andbreaks ties

16

For our

verb list and
the for

For our exercise 2

Feel fre
WInner

man EIEETT'IET'It

Percen
i If live set a time limit

Li%e an E



17

You’ve got 18 minutes to come up Build or buy
with the outcome for the
workshop...

EMent on

ormance

Distributed meetings Holistic or Analytical
nail their
zes and groups

Then meet live

Types of Rubrics Formative or Summative

Summative tends towards holistic approach




Defining the Dimensions

Dimensions

when grading

S yOU just

Do I want to eat this

.

t Dimensions

18

Building Dimensions

pape

edu nal outcome
What would showthey have not mas
the outcome

en promptedby the modifiersin

to be either
Quantifiable OR
Drescribable

Procedure part 1

ach person write 6-8 dimensions one per

0 Do this by

I Motalking

B Don't worry about correct phrasingjust get
the ideas down

¥ Put your pen/pencil down when done

Procedure part 2

ting by anyone but themM

derator asks one velunteer toplace their

tinue till all thi nteer's ideas have
been posted

1 Continue for all other pecple in the group

e Faadinaa ey



Procedure part 3

Mow starttalking

Foreach groupof post-its build a common
dimension statement

If yourealize you've missed a dimension feel
free to add itin

If thedimensions indicate it, you can refine
youroutcomae

The moderator then writes up the final
version of the outcome, and each dimension
an the worksheet

Youtve got 38 minutes to build
your dimensions

Weighting the Dimensions

Weighting the Dimensions
GroupConsensus

chfactorsare most importantto
mastering the cutcome

Lookat old grading guidesas source material

Usually best if they sum toioo

etting Performance Levels

19



| Defining the Criteria

For today lets s
May also include Mot-A

Do I want to eat this ? Writing Criteria

Performance . .

L For each dimension w cription of
studentwark in each of your performance

levels

M able

Una

For objective dimensions give values

For subjective

Loy

Take 18 minutes to define your
levels and then take a break

e -

[RETp—

Criteriat




Well defined un-ambiguous
criteria
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Development of a Leadership and Entrepreneurship Skills Assessment Instrument

Abstract

Lawrence Technological University has implemented a required four year leadership curriculum for all
undergraduate students. Because of the consequential overlap of leadership and entrepreneurial skills,
the curriculum also addresses many aspects of the “entreprencurial mindset” which includes
communication, teamwork, ethical decision-making, opportunity recognition, persistence, creativity,
innovation, creative problem solving, and critical thinking.

Individual components of the curriculum will be assessed as well as the curriculum as a whole. As one
part of the assessment, a Leadership Self-Perception Assessment Instrument was developed. The
instrument will aid in answering the following research questions:

e How do students perceive their own leadership traits and skills?

e Are students’ self-perceptions demonstrating growth in confidence in their leadership abilities
because of the experiences and education from each component of the curriculum?

e What impact do all the courses in the four-year leadership curriculum have on this perception?

e What modifications are necessary to the curriculum to adequately address the student learning
outcomes?

As implied by these research questions, the instrument will be used for both formative and summative
assessment, as well as a longitudinal study of the leadership growth of the students.

Instrument development included conducting a focus group for validation, a test-retest to ensure
temporal stability and internal consistency, and pilot testing in the second year component Leadership
Models and Practices course. The instrument was administered at the beginning and end of the semester
to determine the shift in perception of their leadership/entrepreneurial skills.

1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship

Lawrence Technological University (LTU) has offered engineering students entrepreneurial education
programs for many years. Recognizing that graduates entering industry will require business and
entrepreneurial skills, the College of Engineering developed an entrepreneurial certificate program and
founded the Lear Entrepreneurial Center. The entrepreneurial certificate program develops student skills
in communication and business components in the engineering profession and includes a multi-
disciplinary capstone design experience for which teams are eligible for student venture grants
administered by the institution. Several multi-year grants have strengthened the program through
workshops, keynote speakers, faculty curriculum awards, student venture grants, and faculty incentives
to work with industry sponsored student teams.

Specifically, the College of Engineering received an invitation to participate as part of a larger initiative
to develop the Kern Entrepreneurship Education Network (KEEN). The invitation also provided funding
to develop and integrate entrepreneurial (and leadership) education across the curriculum.

The goal of KEEN is to make entrepreneurship education opportunities widely available at institutions
of higher learning, and to instill an action-oriented entrepreneurial mindset in engineering, science, and
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technical undergraduates. The network is limited to private institutions with ABET accredited
engineering programs and is by invitation only. As of January 2010, KEEN has grown to include twenty
institutions across the U.S. The KEEN program provides access to vital resources for building quality
entrepreneurship education programs that engage engineering and technical students including grants,
faculty fellowships, capacity building workshops, networking opportunities, and resources. At Lawrence
Tech, the grant provided the funding to integrate the existing entrepreneurial programs into a new
innovative interdisciplinary program focused on developing the “entrepreneurial mindset” on campus.
The skills associated with the entrepreneurial mindset are communication, teamwork, leadership, ethics
and ethical decision-making, opportunity recognition, persistence, creativity, innovation, tolerance for
ambiguity, risk analysis, creative problem solving, critical thinking, and business skills (including
marketing, financial analysis, and strategic planning).® 2

Leadership
A leadership education program was initiated at Lawrence Tech in 2007 based on assessment and

program evaluation. First, a survey of employers of Lawrence Tech graduates indicated that employers
were very satisfied with the ability of the graduates to “hit the ground running.” The new employees had
the skills to start directly into their duties with very little to no training or transition period from the
academic world to the industrial world. Likely this is due in large part because the faculty and staff at
Lawrence Tech seriously embrace the school motto, “Theory and Practice,” and incorporate many real
world and hands-on activities into the student studies.

Therefore employers have been very happy with Lawrence Tech graduates. On the other hand, the
employers indicated that graduates do not often advance into management and leadership positions, but
rather stay at the entry-level operations position. Second, Lawrence Tech administration noted the shift
in the global economy and that students were looking for added value beyond a traditional education.
Finally, with the entrepreneurial program (as related above) already in place, it was noted that the skills
associated with the entrepreneurial mindset have a substantial overlap with the skills necessary for
effective leaders.

In response, Lawrence Tech set the vision to develop and integrate a leadership education and
development curriculum into every undergraduate degree program offered. This curriculum would be
required by all undergraduate students, and at the time of its initial development was the only required
leadership curriculum at a university (not counting the military academies). There are universities that
offer an optional leadership development program to undergraduates, but none that was required by all
undergraduates.

Lawrence Tech’s leadership education goals are presented below. These are based on the university’s
approach to general education requirements for undergraduate students.

e Graduates will have had experiences that promote a high level of professionalismand integrity,
responsible decision making, confidence in approaching opportunities, and pride in their abilities;

e Graduates will have had experiences that promote the understanding of themselvesand others,
sensitivity to other cultures in the context of globalization, and interpersonal skills;

e Graduates will have had experiences that promote the ability to analyze unfamiliar situations, assess
risk, and formulate plans of action;

e Graduates will have been made aware of the importance of lifelong learning; and,

e Graduates will have had experiences that promote a global and societal perspective.
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Lawrence Tech’s student population is a thorough mix of traditional students, non-traditional students,
part-time students, full-time students, working full-time students, and working part- time students.
Therefore the idea of integrating a leadership curriculum into a variety of degree programs with a
diverse student-base has been likened to the idea of trying to rewire a 747...while it is in flight!
Attempting to integrate the curriculum as smoothly as possible, the four pieces of the curriculum
(freshman-year component, sophomore-year component, etc.) were integrated one year at a time. At the
writing of this paper, the freshman and sophomore components are firmly in place, the junior year
component had just been integrated, and the senior year component is being integrated (i.e., piloted). In
short, the first two years of the curriculum introduces the student to the foundations of leadership and
allows for some “basic” training with some practice. The final two years of the curriculum are heavily
experiential where the student will put to practice the skill sets learned during the first two years. In
addition, the student can choose from a multitude of experiences that tailor-fit his/her strengths,
interests, and skills. The intention is not to produce CEOs or presidents, but is to give each student the
skills and confidence to use leadership in their everyday lives, and hopefully allow them to advance
within their discipline.

The leadership model Lawrence Tech focuses upon is the Relational Model of Leadership.® In essence, it
states that regardless of personality traits an individual can access leadership skills and take purposeful
action to create positive, sustainable change. The model is comprised of five key elements: purposeful,
process-oriented, inclusive, empowering, and ethical. Data from many studies “supported the value of
those five elements, demonstrated how they connect in a developmental theory”, and support focusing
on this model for post-secondary education leadership development.® 43

The sophomore-year component of the curriculum (a course titled LDR 2001 Leadership Models and
Practices) and its preliminary assessment was presented in an earlier paper.? The full curriculum and its
formative and summative assessment, as well as a longitudinal study of the leadership growth of the
students will be presented in future papers. This paper will focus on the initial development of a
Leadership Self-Perception Assessment Instrument and a pilot investigation in the sophomore
Leadership Models and Practices course.

2. Existing Leadership Assessment Instruments

To assess the self-perception of students during and after the leadership curriculum, Lawrence Tech
seeks a self-administered leadership inventory instrument that will focus on the Relational Model of
Leadership and the Lawrence Tech leadership education goals. In addition, because of class time
constraints and the attention span of college students, an instrument is sought that is not lengthy and on
the order of 30 to 40 questions/responses. Several instruments are available, and were examined to
determine if they met these criteria.

The Leadership Skills Inventory — Karnes® " measures an individual’s leadership abilities. For this
instrument, nine domains are used to “assess strengths and weaknesses related to leadership.”
Participants “answer a series of competency statements and then several items using

[a] 4-point scale” ranging from “Almost Always” to “Almost Never.” The instrument is self- scored.
Unfortunately, it is very lengthy and requires approximately 45 minutes to complete.® In addition,
“Karnes’s test manual data for validity could be more extensive to support [whether] the Leadership
Skills Inventory does measure leadership skills. Scores for reliability are moderate to good,” and over a
specified time period of 4 weeks, the test-retest reliability was

0.49 and under in one of the samples. However, no standard error of measurement was reported in the
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manual. “The construct and concurrent validity was also absent,””® although Edmunds® has made some
progress with validation.

The Leadership Skills Inventory — Anderson®® ! is designed for leaders to assess their own abilities in
relation to a leadership model created by the author. “Anderson’s model is based off of [four]
dimensions: Self-Management Skills, Interpersonal Communication Skills, Consulting Skills for
Developing Groups and Organizations, and Versatility Skills.” Participants respond to a 56-item self-
assessment using a 10 point scale. Responses range from “this skill is new to me” to “I can perform the
skill well. I can teach others, too.”*? This instrument appears to focus on the corporate world or a
business model of leadership and management. Many of the dimensions may be considered more
managerial in nature as opposed to leadership oriented. Therefore this instrument does not meet the
needs of assessing college-level leadership studies and development.

The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI)* uses a 10-point Likert response scale in a 30 item
questionnaire containing five subscales for each of “The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership” —
challenging, inspiring, enabling, modeling, and encouraging. “Leaders complete the Leadership
Practices Inventory-Self, rating themselves on the frequency with which they think they engage in each
of the thirty behaviors.”** This particular instrument is intended for those that follow Kouzes’ and
Posner’s Leadership Challenge program.® The Lawrence Tech curriculum, on the other hand,
emphasizes the Relational Model of Leadership. While there are some similarities between these
leadership models, the LPI was not deemed a fit for the leadership model we use.

Related to the LPI is the Student Leadership Practices Inventory.'® This inventory is for those who
follow the Student Version of the Leadership Challenge.!’ In addition, this instrument is best suited for
students that already hold a leadership position/title (such as within a student organization). Lawrence
Tech administered this survey a few years ago to a sample of undergraduates across disciplines.
Unfortunately, the results were fairly meaningless for our investigation, and it was not deemed suitable
for assessing individual leadership style (or using leadership in everyday life) outside of a formal
leadership position. In other words, the inventory will provide some measure, for example, for a student
government president to become better at his position, but it does not provide for measuring more
general attributes desired by the Lawrence Tech Leadership Curriculum.

The Leadership Skills Profile® “identifies which individuals have the best leadership qualities.” Due to
the customizable format, each organization can use this model for their specific interest. “Participants
are asked to respond to 352 items using a 5-point scale (‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree”).
Approximately 40 minutes is necessary for completion”® — to lengthy for assessing the students’
perception. “The Leadership Skills Profile uses three other instruments as its basis — Jackson Personality
Inventory-Revised, Personality Research Form, and the Survey of Work Styles. Each of the three
instruments is well-established showing convergent and discriminate validity.” However, the author
does not “provide data showing reliability,” so research is “needed to support that the instrument is both
reliable and valid.”*® In addition, it is considered best applied as “a pre-hire assessment for selection and
placement of leadership applicants and high potentials,” to determine “promotability of managers and
executives,” or as “a foundation for managerial and executive development and coaching.”® The
instrument appears best suited for assessing potential of positional leaders (e.g., CEOs or presidents).

The Alleman Leadership Development Questionnaire?® measures mentoring activity between individuals
in an organization or work unit. It is best suited to leadership in business.
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The Campbell Leadership Descriptor is a self-assessment “designed to help individuals identify
characteristics for successful leadership, recognize their strengths and identify areas for improvement.
While it focuses on many areas pertinent to the Relational Model of Leadership (e.g., personal style,
multi-cultural awareness) and entrepreneurialism, it also focuses on management and relates better to
business leadership.

921

The Socially Responsible Leadership Scale?®> measures the Social Change Model of Leadership. While
that model and the Relational Model of Leadership do have much in common, they also have important
differences.® In addition, the instrument is lengthy with 114 items. The revised version is also lengthy
with 68 items?® and has been tested for reliability and validation. Because this instrument has eight
stages which can be used successfully piecemeal, some sections/stages of this instrument may be useful
in informing the assessment of Lawrence Tech’s leadership curriculum.

Considering that these existing leadership self-assessment instruments do not meet our needs, Lawrence
Tech has set forth to create an instrument that will measure college-level student growth in leadership
traits within the Relational Model of Leadership, as well as assessing the objectives of the curriculum
and whether it is meeting the needs of the students.The Leadership Models and Practices Course

Lawrence Tech’s Leadership Self-Perception Assessment Instrument is intended for use throughout each
component of the leadership curriculum (and its related future education programs). The instrument is
being piloted in the sophomore component Leadership Models and Practices course. Details of the
course are given in a 2009 ASEE paper,? but a brief overview will be given here to allow better
interpretation of the development and pilot use of the new assessment instrument presented in
subsequent sections of this paper.

The Leadership Models and Practices course is a one credit-hour course offered in a traditional semester
style format. It is considered the flagship course for the entire curriculum where students really begin to
envision leadership style and build upon their leadership skills. Since many assignments and exercises
take place during class-time, the course is allotted two classroom hours each week. This additional hour
also gives students the opportunity to meetwith their groups on team-based projects.

To develop the course, it was first piloted with a small enrollment of sophomore through senior- level
students. This allowed the instructor/course developer to administer the course material to some
mature/advanced students who could better handle the “testing” period and give more informed
comments and criticism of the course. The seniors, in particular, were soon graduating and did not have
any subsequent courses, so their critical comments were made without feeling that they would be held
against them in future courses. The course was revised based on the pilot trial and is now required for all
sophomore-level undergraduates. As of Spring 2010, the course has been taught to 340 students in 20
sections over five semesters.

The objectives are that upon completion of the course, a student will be able to:

1. expand his/her understanding of leadership concepts that were introduced in the freshman component
of the leadership curriculum (called University Seminar).

2. identify and develop their personal leadership philosophy and approach using written self-reflection
and peer assessment.

3. be able to work in teams and use creative problem-solving to develop a project for the purpose of
creating positive and sustainable change.

4. be introduced to the concepts of leadership beyond their academic studies (whether professional or
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personal), including entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship.

The primary course topics include:

e History of leadership theories

e Currently practiced leadership models (e.g., relational, shared, situational, etc.)

e Individual responsibility and ethics

e Diversity and globalization

e Team building, working in groups, and inclusive practices

e Creativity and problem solving

e Organizational leadership

e Entrepreneurship and intrapreneurshipThe required student texts for the course are Exploring
Leadership — For College Students Who Want to Make a Difference, 2" Ed. by Komives, Lucas, and
McMahon?3, and You Don’t Need a Title to Be a Leader by M. Sanborn.?*

Various teaching and learning strategies are implemented to reach the course objectives. While there are
some classroom lectures, a good portion of the classroom instruction is completed through games and
hands-on activities that were developed and modified to align with the learning objectives and content
for the assigned reading. The activities are interactive, engaging, and provide an opportunity for
discussion of the topic for that week. In addition, students complete required assignments such as
weekly reading and reflection journals, in-class experiential activities, interview with a leader, midterm
and final projects, and peer and self assessments. Finally, multiple sections of the course require the use
of multiple instructors.

Therefore, for consistency, a training workshop, facilitated by the course developer and leadership
curriculum coordinator, is required for all instructors, new and returning. Each instructor is given a
course materials guidebook/instruction manual.

3. Initial Development of the Instrument

The instrument being developed is called the Leadership Self-Perception Assessment. In its original
form, it consisted of 30 statements (see Appendix A), but after a focus group study, it was revised to
contain 31 statements (one deleted and two added, see Appendix B). In addition, the students answer
seven demographics questions. The instrument asks students to respond to the statements on a 5-point
Likert Scale in which they examine how they perceive themselves in thinking and behavior pertaining to
the leadership/entrepreneurial skills that are introduced and practiced in the leadership curriculum. For
that reason, the statements are worded in first-person so that students respond in regards to their
perceptions of themselves as leaders rather than their understanding what leadership “is” or “is not.”
While some students take as long as 15 minutes to complete the survey, it is estimated that the average
time for completion is 8 minutes.

The statements were adapted from the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education
(“CAS”) Self-Assessment Guide for Student Leadership Programs.?® The CAS Self- Assessment is
intended for the program administrators to self-assess the program/curriculum and is not for a participant
(i.e., student) to self-assess leadership skills. Therefore, the statements for the Leadership Self-
Perception Assessment needed to be significantly modified from the CAS to allow for student self-
assessment. In Part 2 of the CAS guide (titled “Program”), a table is given for “Relevant, Desirable
Student Learning and Development Outcomes” with examples given of “evidence of achievement.” It is
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from this table that the instrument’s statements were developed, and only those examples of “evidence
of achievement” which applied to the Lawrence Tech leadership education goals (see Section 1) and
which reflected the skills important to the Relational Model of Leadership were used. It should be noted
that the aforementioned CAS table is divided into 15 learning/development outcomes. Of those 15, ten
were used for the instrument (resulting in 31 statements). Finally, the Lawrence Tech leadership
program administrators anticipate using the CAS Self-Assessment Guide for Student Leadership
Programs when reviewing their program/curriculum. Therefore a benefit of using the CAS to create the
Leadership Self-Perception Instrument will be the ability to correlate program administrators’
assessment to student perception assessments.

After developing the statements, many of them were arranged in a particular order so that a particular
response would not be influenced by an earlier one. For this reason, the instrument is administered
electronically in such a manner that each statement is given individually; once a response is submitted,
the student cannot go back and change it.

The instrument is intended to aid in answering the following research questions:

e How do students perceive their own leadership traits and skills?

e Are students’ self-perceptions demonstrating growth in confidence in their leadership abilities

because of the experiences and education from each component of the curriculum?

e What impact do all the courses in the four-year leadership curriculum have on this perception?
e What modifications are necessary to the curriculum to adequately address the student learning
outcomes?

As implied by these research questions, the instrument will be used for both formative and summative
assessment, as well as a longitudinal study of the leadership growth of the students.

Before those assessments can be initiated, the instrument must be validated and tested for reliability.
Figure 1 illustrates the process followed.

~ Revise P
Focus > original > ilot
administration of
v
Focus Second revision
Group 2 with > of instrument
original
instrument

Figure 1. Block diagram of the validation and reliability process.
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Focus Group 1
Just before the Fall 2009 semester began, a focus group study was conducted. Unfortunately, because of

a general lack of students on campus at the end of the summer, only five students were available to
participate — two were classified as sophomores, one as a junior, and two as seniors. None of the
students transferred to Lawrence Tech, all were female, and all were considered full-time students
(enrolled in 12 or more credit hours per semester) of traditional age. Each student’s degree program was
housed in a different department and each of the fourColleges present at Lawrence Tech (Engineering,
Architecture & Design, Arts & Sciences, and Management) were represented. Because of the small
focus group size which was not a good representation of the entire student population, a second focus
group study was conducted later in the semester and will be discussed later in the paper.

General comments relating to the entire instrument from the first focus group were useful to a second
draft of the instrument. They noted that they would choose the response “neither agree nor disagree”
when they did not understand the statement. The response option of “I do not understand the statement”
was added for clarification. In addition, the students were concerned that their answers “depended on the
situation.” Therefore, the instructions now include “Please answer based on the situation or context that
makes the most sense to you.” The students clarified that they chose “strongly agree” over “agree” or
“strongly disagree” over “disagree” when the item spoke to their core values or when they were
passionate about the topic. They were concerned that some of the statements were phrased negatively,
but several survey items were intentionally phrased in this manner to elicit responses that are sometimes
agreeable and other times disagreeable. This is common on questionnaires to help identify respondents
that reply to each item with the same answer without reading the statements. Finally, the students felt
concerned about choosing a “correct” answer that would express their capabilities as leaders and not
always a response that reflected their beliefs or actions. Although the instructions, stated “Please answer
the questions below as honestly and fairly as you can in terms of how you think and/or behave the
majority of the time. There are no right or wrong answers, only honest ones.”, it is not uncommon that
students will skip the instructions or simply forget them once they are engaged in the statements.
Therefore, a final statement was added to the instrument: “I answered the previous questions as honestly
and fairly as | could in terms of how I think and/or behave the majority of the time.” With this statement,
the investigators can determine how much merit to place on a given survey.

Specific statements were rewritten, deleted, or moved based on comments by the first focus group.
Referring to Appendix A, statement 3 was deleted because the students believed actions were equally
important to writing and speaking. Minor editing clarified statements 5, 6, and 7. For statement 14, the
students were concerned what “values” meant (i.e., could values mean biases or core personal beliefs?).
“Values” has been changed to “core personal beliefs.”

Because statements prior to 18 focused on leading, the students interpreted statement 18 as being
negative (i.e., being a follower is bad) which is not the intension. This statement has been moved near
the beginning of the instrument and is restated as “I am willing to be a follower.” To further examine the
attribute of being a follower, a second related statement was added: “I know when to lead and when to
follow.” Statement 25 was confusing because of its negative phrasing. It has been rewritten. The
phrasing in statement 26 of “openly challenge” was too confrontational/threatening. The phrase has been
changed to “confront.” Statement 29 needed clarified since no two people are identical. It now contains
the phrase “viewpoints that are different than my own.” In addition, this statement was placed earlier in
the instrument so as not to be confused with the statement referring to one’s own identity and culture
(i.e., to separate statements of viewpoints versus culture). Finally, the demographic question concerning
age was extended to include those students under age 18. Appendix B contains all of the changes and
was used for the pilot testing in the Leadership Models and Practices course; pilot testing results are
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given in Section 5

Focus Group 2
Near the conclusion of the Fall 2009 semester a second focus group study of the original instrument was

conducted because of the limited size and diversity of the first focus group. Unfortunately, it still proved
difficult to recruit males to participate in the focus group, not necessarily because they were unwilling,
but because of coincidental time-conflicts. As a result the second focus group contained six females and
one male. One of the students was classified as a freshman, four as sophomores, one as a junior, and one
as a senior. None of the students transferred to Lawrence Tech and all were considered full-time
students. The students majors were Business Management, Media Communications, Architecture,
Information Technology Environmental Chemistry/Math (double major), and Mechanical
Engineering/Applied Physics (double major). Three of the students had completed the revised
instrument (in Appendix B) previously in the semester in the Leadership Models and Practices course,
so they also spoke about their reactions during the earlier administration regardless of the fact that they
were reviewing the original (Appendix A) instrument.

Many of the comments by the focus group were similar to those expressed by the first focus group. For
example, they were concerned that responses “depended on the situation.” In addition, they were
concerned about what is meant in the instructions by “majority of the time.” This will be clarified with
additional statements in the directions: “This includes how you think and/or behave in all environments,
not just leadership situations. Examples may include work, classroom, student activities, home, social
situations, etc.” The students were concerned responses by students that were not interested in
leadership (i.e., they may not answer thoughtfully). To address this, they suggested that the survey is
completed during class time (which it is), near the beginning of class so students would not rush to
complete it. In addition, so many students are asked to do on-line surveys, they felt that it would be
taken more seriously if it was a pencil-and-paper format. Also, class credit should be given for
completing the survey (it is given). They were not concerned that completing the survey during class
would effect their responses to align with the course material nor and were they fearful that their
responses would affect their course grade. They suggested that the instructor leaves the room during
survey completion, which would help them feel they are responding more honestly and not in a way that
the instructor or the course material would pressure them to respond. There was some concern that a few
of the statements should not have responses of “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree,” but instead
should be “often,” “sometimes,” “never,” etc. Four of the statements (11, 18, 27,and

29) were considered for the responses to be changed to “almost always, often, sometimes, rarely, almost
never.” A better alternative will be to split the instrument into two parts. Part one will measure students’
thoughts on leadership using the “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree,” while part two will measure
actual student behavior using the “almost always” to “almost never” scale. This will allow similar
statements between each part to be cross-correlated between thoughts and behaviors. This will increase
the instrument’s number of statements to approximately 45.

The second focus group suggested some specific changes to individual statements. Statement 1 appears
as a double-negative when considering the responses. It will be re-phrased to eliminate the word
“don’t.” They had similar concerns about the wording of statements 5 and 6 which have been changed.
Statements 11 and 18 solicit a differing response based on the situation.

This may be easily fixed with the “almost always-almost never” scale. For statement 22, they were
concerned that ethics are personal and different for each individual. This is acceptable for the measure
needed for this statement; we only want to identify if the respondent stays withinhis ethics. It has been
re-written as, “I think and behave ethically when I’'m in a leadership positions.” Statement 26 raised
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multiple concerns. First, the students felt that if a boss or instructor is being unjust, that they would not
be able to confront the person directly. Second the students stated that they do not often encounter
unfair, unjust, or uncivil speech, so they responded “disagree” even though they felt they would confront
the person. To address these concerns, the statement will state “I appropriate action against...if the
situation arises.” The focus group had the same concerns for statement 30, which has be restated similar
to statement

26. Finally, concerning demographic questions, many students do not know their “current class level.” Is
it based on number of years or number of credit hours? Because Lawrence Tech measures class level in
credit hours completed, the statement will be re-phrased to specify levels based on credit hours. In
addition, students will be allowed to choose multiple majors.

4. Results from the Preliminary use of the Instrument

Pilot testing of the instrument was conducted in the second-year Leadership Models and Practices
course.

During the second class period, three of the four sections of the Leadership Models and Practices course
completed the Leadership Self-Perception Assessment Instrument. Student responses were recorded
using an on-line survey tool in Blackboard course management software. Two weeks later, the
statements were scrambled and re-administered to measure test-retest temporal stability and internal
consistency. Only a single section, with 15 students, completed the test- retest survey administration.
During the last week of classes, the students completed the instrument again (unscrambled) to
preliminarily determine the shift in perception of their leadership/entrepreneurial skills upon completion
of the Leadership Models and Practicescourse.

Reliability

Two statistical estimates are commonly used to examine the test-retest reliability of survey instruments:
Cronbach’s coefficient, a, and Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient, p.

Cronbach’s a measures the extent to which two or more variables measure a given latent construct,
whereas Spearman’s p measures the monotonic relationship between variables, or, in this case, whether
responses exhibit temporal stability; in other words, it is a measure whether student responses remained
consistent across time. To ensure robust tests, these estimates share a few statistical assumptions: first,
that variables used to calculate an estimate have three or more conditions (response categories), and,
second, that there is a sufficient number of observations that exhibit each of these conditions. Failure of
either or both assumptions can lead to non-robust or unusually low estimates.

Given the small sample size (n=15), estimates should be interpreted with caution, but the results did
indicated good reliability. 23 of 31 (74.2%) statements exhibit Cronbach’s o estimates that were at least
0.6, indicating that these variables reliably measure the same concept at both test and re-test
administrations. Three of the 31 (9.7%) have abnormally low estimates (0.0 to 0.07), but further
inspection revealed that responses to these statements did not exhibit one of the two assumptions which
generate robust estimates — specifically responses on at least one variable in each pairwise comparison
were observed for only two conditions. Finally, 4 of 31 (12.9%) statements exhibit marginal
coefficients, and one (statement 3) exhibits poor reliability (o = 0.247).

Spearman’s p estimates suggest that responses to statements were stable across time for most statements
with 21 of 31 (67.7%) of the statements having p coefficients greater than 0.5. This indicates that most
of the variance in responses to the statement at re-test is explained by variance in responses to the
statement at the baseline administration. As with the estimates of Cronbach’s a, 3 of 31 (9.7%)
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statements have extremely low Spearman estimates due to violations of statistical assumptions. The
remaining statements (7 of 31, or 22.6%) exhibit marginal-to-poor Spearman’s p estimates, indicating
that the distribution of responses changed considerably from one test administration to the next.

Finally, Cronbach’s a and Spearman’s p estimates were jointly considered and five statements had both
marginal Cronbach’s a estimates (< 0.6) and marginal Spearman’s p (< 0.5) estimates:

Statement 3: | think self-reflection is an unnecessary activity for personal development. Statement 9: |
need reassurance from others to feel confident about my decisions and actions. Statement 13: My past
experiences influence my decisions.

Statement 16: | know | am the leader when | am in a position of authority.

Statement 19: My personality and personal characteristics influence my leadership style.

Further inspection reveals violation of statistical assumptions for calculating estimates for statements 3,
13, and 19. In each case, only two conditions are observed on at least one variable in each pairwise
comparison. One should consider the Cronbach’s a and Spearman’s p estimates for these three
statements to be reasonably high in light of the violation. Therefore, only two statements — Statement 9
and Statement 16 — are deemed non-reliable. However, as previously mentioned, the small sample size is
problematic for results interpretation, and a test-retest will be performed on the revised survey to
determine if Cronbach’s a and Spearman’s p estimates would be higher with a survey conducted on a
larger, substantially identical sample.

Pilot Test

The survey instrument was pilot tested in three sections of the Leadership Principles and Practices
course with 41 students completing the survey at the beginning (pre-test) and end (post- test) of the
course. While a detailed analysis of this data is beyond the scope of this manuscript, a brief discussion
of results is included to show the survey was successfully pilot tested and that meaningful results were
generated.

For purposes of statistical analysis, responses to the 31 attitude statements were assigned values of 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Paired t-tests were then conducted on each pair of pre- and
post-test statements to determine statistical significance of difference in means. It was determined that
eight statements had statistically significantly different means between post- and pre-assessment
administrations at the 0.1 level:

Statement 5: | am comfortable making presentations or giving performances to varying audiences.
Statement 8: | am comfortable being assertive.

Statement 11: | am aware of my personal strengths and weaknesses.

Statement 20: | can identify by leadership strengths and weaknesses.

Statement 25: | solicit ideas from people with viewpoints that are different from mine.

Statement 26: | can articulate my personal leadership style.

Statement 27: | confront unfair, unjust, or uncivil speech and behavior of others.

Statement 28: | actively participate in service/volunteer activities.

Statement 31: | know when to lead and when to follow.

As such, there are leadership skills that the students felt were improved by the course, but less than
desired. Finally, it should be noted that none of these eight statements had questionable reliability data.
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5. Conclusions

An instrument for self-assessment of leadership skills has been developed that addresses the Relational
Model of Leadership and the Leadership Education Goals of Lawrence Tech. The instrument has been
revised based on two focus group studies. Preliminary evidence suggests that the instrument is
temporally stable and internally consistent. In addition, a pilot test of the instrument revealed that the
students perceived an improvement in some leadership skills upon completion of one component of the
leadership curriculum.

The goal is to have a validated and reliable instrument that can be used in a longitudinal investigation to
determine if the overall leadership curriculum has an impact on students’ self- perception of leadership
skills and traits, and which components in the curriculum have the greatest impact. As such,
development of the instrument will continue during the Spring 2010 semester with one more focus
group study and reliability/validity study. The longitudinal study will begin in Fall 2010. It is still to be
determined how often and to how many students the instrument will be administered.
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Appendix A
Instrument in its original form, before revisions based on the Focus Group 1.
Leadership Self-Perception Assessment

Banner ID:
(Used for data-collection and tracking purposes only. Your responses will
remain confidential)

Directions:

Please answer the questions below as honestly and fairly as you can in terms of how you
think and/or behave the majority of the time. There are no right or wrong answers, only
honest ones. Once you select an answer, you cannot go back and change it.

These 30 questions were adapted from the Council for the Advancement of Standards in
Higher Education section on Student Leadership Programs. Questions were developed
based on the course objectives and topics for this class.
Choose from:
Strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly
disagree Questions:
1. I don’t make a decision until I have considered information from a variety of
sources, including personal experience or observation and feedback from
peers.
2. | think self-reflection is an unnecessary activity for personal development.
3. Writing and speaking are the most effective skills I have for influencing others.

4. 1 am comfortable making presentations or giving performances to varying audiences.

5. If I am unhappy about something, I complain until someone else makes an
effortto improve the problem.

6. | am comfortable taking risks.
7. 1 am comfortable being assertive in most situations.
8. I need reassurance from others to feel confident about my decisions and actions.

9. My decisions and actions align with my personal values.

10. 1 am aware of my personal strengths and weaknesses.



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
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| often seek feedback from others, such as peers and supervisors.

My past experiences influence my decisions.

I am willing to bend rules in order to accomplish what I think is important.
I am aware of how my values influence my decisions.

I know | am the leader when | am in a position of authority.

I have the capacity to be a leader.

I am more likely to achieve my goals if | have direct supervision.

I am comfortable being a follower.

My personality and personal characteristics influence my leadership style.
I can explain my personal leadership style to others.

As a leader, | need to be concerned about the environment and sustainability of
natural resources.

| am ethical in my thoughts and behaviors when I’m in leadership positions.
When working on something new or unfamiliar, | ask others to be involved.
| actively contribute to the achievement of group goals in team situations.

I don’t have a leadership style because I am not a leader.

I openly challenge unfair, unjust, or uncivil speech and behavior of others.

| actively participate in service/volunteer activities.

I understand my own identity and culture.

| actively seek involvement with people different from myself.

I confront or challenge the use of stereotypes or offensive language by others.



Demographic Information

What is your current age?

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 or olderWhat is your sex?
-Male -Female -Transgender

What is your citizenship status?
-US citizen -US permanent resident  -Neither US citizen or permanent resident

How do you identify yourself racially/ethically? (Check all that apply)
___African American/Black

___Asian/Pacific Islander

__Hispanic/Latino/Mexican American

___Native American/First Nations

___White/Caucasian

Did you transfer to Lawrence Tech from another college or university?
__No

__Yes, transferred from a two-year college

__Yes, transferred from a four-year college

What is your current enrollment status?
-Full-time -Less than full-time

What is your current class level?
-freshman -sophomore  -junior  -senior  -unclassified or non-degree seeking

Which of the following departments houses your academic major or expected major?
-Architecture

-Art and Design

-Humanities, Social Sciences, and Communication
-Mathematics and Computer Science

-Natural Sciences

-Undergraduate Management Programs

-Civil Engineering

-Electrical or Computer Engineering

-Engineering Technology

-Mechanical Engineering

-BSIT Program

41
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Appendix B
Instrument as administered to the LDR 2001 students during Fall 2009, after revisions based on
Focus Group 1 — Note that “I do not understand the statement” is an added response.
Leadership Self-Perception Assessment
Instructions
Please answer the questions below as honestly and fairly as you can in terms of how you
think and/or behave the majority of the time. Please answer based on the situation or
context that makes the most sense to you. There are no right or wrong answers, only
honest ones. Once you select an answer, you cannot go back and change it.
The end of the survey contains some demographic data collection questions. Please
answer these honestly.

Multiple Attempts
Not allowed. This Survey can only be taken once. This Survey can be saved and resumed later.

Survey:
1. Enter your Banner ID (Used for data-collection and tracking purposes only.
Your responses will remain confidential).

Choose from: Strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly
disagree, | do not understand the statement

2. I don’t make a decision until I have considered information from a variety of
sources, including personal experience or observation and feedback from peers.

3. I think self-reflection is an unnecessary activity for personal development.

4. If I am unhappy about something, I wait until someone else makes an effort
to improve the problem.

5. | am comfortable making presentations or giving performances to varying audiences.
6. | am willing to be a follower.

7. 1 am comfortable taking reasonable risks.

8. | am comfortable being assertive.

9. 1 need reassurance from others to feel confident about my decisions and actions.
10. My decisions and actions align with my personal values.

11. I am aware of my personal strengths and weaknesses.
12. | often seek feedback from others, such as peers and supervisors.

13. My past experiences influence my decisions.



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.
32.

33.
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I am willing to bend rules in order to accomplish what I think is important.
I rely on my core personal beliefs when making decisions.
I know | am the leader when | am in a position of authority.
I have the capacity to be a leader.
I am more likely to achieve my goals if | have direct supervision.
My personality and personal characteristics influence my leadership style.
I can identify by leadership strengths and weaknesses.

As a leader, | need to be concerned about the environment and sustainability of
natural resources.

I am ethical in my thoughts and behaviors when I’'m in leadership positions.
When working on something new or unfamiliar, | ask others to be involved.
I actively contribute to the achievement of group goals in team situations.

I solicit ideas from people with viewpoints that are different from mine.

I can articulate my personal leadership style.

I confront unfair, unjust, or uncivil speech and behavior of others.

I actively participate in service/volunteer activities.

I understand my own identity and culture.

I confront the use of stereotypes by others.

| know when to lead and when to follow.

I answered the previous questions as honestly and fairly as I could in terms of how
I think and/or behave the majority of the time.

What is your current age?

Under 18 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 or older

34.

What is your sex?

Male Female Transgendered

35.

What is your citizenship status?

US citizen US permanent resident  Neither US citizen or permanent resident



36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
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How do you identify yourself racially/ethically? (Select all thatapply)
African American/Black

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino/Mexican

American Native

American/First Nations

White/Caucasian

Did you transfer to Lawrence Tech from another college or university?
No Yes, transferred from a two-year college Yes, transferred from a four-year college

What is your current enrollment status
Full-time (12 credits or more)  Less than full-time (11 credits or fewer)

What is your current class level?
Freshman

Sophomore

junior

senior

unclassified or non-degree seeking

Which of the following departments houses your academic major or expected major?
Architecture

Art and Design

Humanities, Social Sciences, and Communication Mathematics and Computer Science
Natural Sciences

Undergraduate Management Programs

Civil Engineering

Electrical or Computer Engineering

Engineering Technology

Mechanical Engineering

BSIT Program
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2010 Assessment of Teamwork at Lawrence Technological University — Summary

A total of 523 Teamwork Evaluations Surveys were completed in the spring of 2010 as part of the assessment
program. This report provides summary information in three appendices: Appendix A provides the responses
of all students; Appendix B reports the responses by major; and Appendix C reports the responses by class
level. In each Appendix, the tables represent the frequency of responses for each question. Not every student
completed every question soboth percent (total) and valid percent (total of responses) are presented.

Initial Observations:

e Over 90% of freshman had at least one team experience.

o Shift from 1-2 to 6-10 as they move to seniors but 3-5 is still most common. Seniors have
taken 35+ courses so this is a bit low (and same % as freshman year)

e Very few long term team assignments so could be looking more at “group” work than “team”
work even though definition was provided. Also, 26% of seniors are reporting most
assignments are 1 to 3 weeks. Those might not be in capstone courses yet.

e Self select or by instructor with no explanation was the most common method for team
formation. This needs work.

e The results in section 2 (team process and progress) were surprisingly good. The only items
that need improvement are peer evaluation, which isn’t part of most assignments, and group
decision making. Only half of the students agreed that entire team was part of decision with
no member dominating. Conversely, about % the time a single team member dominating the
group could have been an issue.

o Students recognize the importance of teamwork but there were relatively high percentages of
students (upwards of 30%) who were neutral on statements about constructive teamwork
experiences.

e 44% of juniors and more than 60% of seniors agreed or strongly agreed that competition for
grades within group is a negative aspect of teamwork.

e About 30% and 38% of all students agree with statements on ego and problem solving,
respectively. Both could be addressed. Especially problem solving.

o Approximately half of students cite inability to schedule meetings as a negative aspect of
teamwork. The same fraction either agrees with or is neutral on “too much effort and not
productive”

o Overall teamwork experiences are positive and grades are fair. This is a strong statement.

e Asin 2006, about half of student body doesn’t engage in teamwork outside of class. This
could be an issue for Leadership and Service Initiatives.



Appendix A Overall Student Responses

Section 1 — Teamwork Background
During your time at Lawrence Tech, in how many courses have you worked on a team?

Qo1
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 0 19 3.6 3.6 3.4
lto2 86 16.4 16.5 20.14
3to5 198 37.9 37.9 58.0
6 to 10 145 27.7 27.8 85.9
11 or more 74 14.1] 14.2 100.0
Total 522 99.8 100.0

Missing System 1 2

Total 523 100.0

What is the AVERAGE length of these team assignments?
Q02
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid <1 week 58 11.1 11.5 11.4
1 to 3 weeks 301 57.6 59.5 70.9
4 to 6 weeks 75 14.3 14.8 85.9
7 to 9 weeks 39 7.5 7.7 935
10 to 12 weeks 17 3.3 3.4 96.9
13 to 15 weeks 16 3.1 3.2 100.4
Total 506 96.7 100.0

Missing System 17 3.3

Total 523 100.0

What was the PRIMARY way that teams were assigned in the classes?

Q03
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid By students or self selected 292 55.8 58.9 58.9
By instructor without 121] 23.1 24.4 83.3
explanation
By instructor based on 33 6.3 6.7 89.9
personality or skills
By instructor based on 12 2.3 24 92.3
schedules
By instructor based on both 17 3.3 34 95.9
Other 2] 4.0 4.2 100.d
Total 496 94.8 100.0
Missing System 27 5.2
Total 523 100.0
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Section 2 — Team Process and Progress

How often did the instructor monitor the teamwork process and team progress?

Q04
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 - Never 20 3.8 4.0 44
2 - Almost never 118 22.6 23.7 27.1
3 - Half of the time 184 35.2 36.9 64.1
4 - Most of the time 147 28.1 29.5 94.7
5 - Always 29 5.5 5.8 100.4
Total 498 95.2 100.9

[Missing  System 25 4.8

Total 523 100.0

How often did instructor provide guidance or instructions on how team members should work together before
starting the assignment/project?

Q05
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 - Never 25 4.8 5.0 5.0
2 - Almost never 97 18.5 19.5 24.9
3 - Half of the time 160 30.6 32.2 56.1
4 - Most of the time 175 335 35.7 92.(
5 - Always 40 7.6 8.0 100.4
Total 497 95.0 100.9

[Missing  System 29 5.0

Total 523 100.0

How often did teamwork assignments have roles (either student assigned or instructor assigned) for team members?

Q06
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 - Never 4 7.8 8.3 8.3
2 - Almost never 108 20.7 21.8 30.1
3 - Half of the time 159 304 321 62.4
4 - Most of the time 13 25.0 26.5 88.1
5 - Always 54 10.7 11.3 100.4
Total 495 94.6 100.9

[Missing  System 28 54

Total 523 100.0




If team roles were assigned, how often were responsibilities associated with those roles communicated?

Q07
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 - Never 5] 9.8 10.7 10.7
2 - Almost never 118 22.6 24.7 35.4
3 - Half of the time 128 24.5 26.8 62.1
4 - Most of the time 130 249 27.2 89.9
5 - Always 51 9.8 10.7 100.d
Total 478 914 100.9
[Missing  System 45 8.6
Total 523 100.9
How often did your team focus on a common goal or a single project?
Qo8
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 - Never 7 13 14 1.4
2 - Almost never 7 1.3 14 2.9
3 - Half of the time 95 18.2 194 22.4
4 - Most of the time 238 455 48.6 70.9
5 - Always 143 27.3 29.2 100.4
Total 490 93.7 100.9
[Missing  System 33 6.3
Total 523 100.9
How often were you required to evaluate your team members as a component of the team process?
Q09
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 - Never 43 8.2 8.9 8.6
2 - Almost never 103 19.7 20.7 29.3
3 - Half of the time 15 289 30.3 59.6
4 - Most of the time 123 235 24.1 84.3
5 - Always 78 14.9 15.7 100.d
Total 498 95.2 100.9
[Missing  System 25 4.8
Total 523 100.0
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How often did team members take responsibility for their work and contributions to the team?

Q10
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 - Never 10 1.9 2.0 2.0
2 - Almost never 39 7.5 7.8 9.4
3 - Half of the time 131 25.0 26.4 36.9
4 - Most of the time 251 48.0 50.5 86.7
5 - Always 66 12.6 13.3 100.4
Total 497 95.0 100.9

IMissing  System 24 5.0

Total 523 100.0

How often did members of the team communicate and resolve conflict in a respectful manner?

Q11
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

\Valid 1 - Never 7 1.3 14 14
2 - Almost never 26 5.0 5.7 6.6
3 - Half of the time 89 17.9 179 24.9
4 - Most of the time 249 47.9 50. 74.9
5 - Always 127 24.3 25.5 100.4
Total 498 95.2 100.9

[Missing  System 25 4.8

Total 523 100.0

How often did all team members of the team participate in decision making with no single team member dominating?

Q12
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 - Never 19 3.1 3.2 3.2
2 - Almost never 64 12.2 129 16.1
3 - Half of the time 164 314 33.0 49.1
4 - Most of the time 192 36.7 38.6 87.1
5 - Always 61 11.7 12.3 100.4
Total 497 95.0 100.9

[Missing  System 29 5.0

Total 523 100.0




Section 3 — Constructive Teamwork Experiences

I enjoy working on team assignments in my courses at Lawrence Tech because:
Teamwork skills are crucial in my field.
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Q13A
Cumulative
Frequency Percent IValid Percent Percent
\Valid 1-STRONGLY DISAGREE g 1.0 1.0 14
2 - DISAGREE 7 1.3 14 2.4
3-NEUTRAL 54 10.3 10.8 13.4
4 - AGREE 169 32.3 337 46.9
5-STRONGLY AGREE 266 50.9 53.1 100.4
Total 501 95.8 100.9
[Missing  System 22 4.2
Total 523 100.9
I was exposed to new methods for interpersonal interaction.
Q13B
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
\Valid 1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 25 4.8 5.0 5.4
2 - DISAGREE 64 12.2 12.9 174
3-NEUTRAL 144 27.5 28.9 46.9
4 - AGREE 199 38.0 40.0 86.7
5- STRONGLY AGREE 69 12.9 13.3 100.4
Total 498 95.2 100.9
[Missing  System 25 4.8
Total 523 100.9
It will help me be a better citizen.
Q13C
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
\Valid 1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 29 5.9 5.8 5.9
2 - DISAGREE 47 9.0 9.5 15.3
3-NEUTRAL 164 315 33.7 48.9
4 - AGREE 174 335 35.2 83.7
5- STRONGLY AGREE 81 15.5 16.3 100.4
Total 497 95.0 100.9
[Missing  System 26 5.0
Total 523 100.0




I understand myself better by my interaction with other students.

Q13D
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 30 5.7 6.1 6.1
2 - DISAGREE 61 11.7 12.3 18.4
3-NEUTRAL 140 26.8 28.3 46.1
4 - AGREE 190 36.3 384 85.1
5- STRONGLY AGREE 74 141 14.9 100.4
Total 494 94.9 100.0
[Missing  System 28 5.4
Total 523 100.0
I recognize the positive outcomes of working cooperatively.
Q13E
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 8 15 1.6 1.6
2 - DISAGREE 19 2.1 2.2 3.9
3-NEUTRAL 64 12.2 12.9 16.9
4 - AGREE 257 49.1 51.9 68.1
5-STRONGLY AGREE 155 29.9 31.3 100.4
Total 494 94.9 100.0
[Missing  System 28 5.4
Total 523 100.0
I have forged close relationships with my team members.
Q13F
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 18 34 3.6 3.4
2 - DISAGREE 64 12.2 12.9 16.5
3-NEUTRAL 177 33.8 35.6 52.1
4 - AGREE 159 304 32.0 84.1
5- STRONGLY AGREE 79 15.1 15.9 100.4
Total 497 95.0 100.0
[Missing  System 26 5.0
Total 523 100.0
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| feel safe and supported in a team environment.

Q13G
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

\Valid 1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 20 3.8 4.0 4.
2 - DISAGREE 50 9.6 10.0 14.3
3-NEUTRAL 189 36.1 38.0 52.
4 - AGREE 174 335 35.1 87.]
5- STRONGLY AGREE 64 12.2 12.9 100.4
Total 498 95.2 100.9

[Missing  System 25 4.8

Total 523 100.0

It is clear to me why working on teams is critical to my education.
Q13H
Cumulative
Frequency Percent IValid Percent Percent

\Valid 1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 12 2.3 2.4 2.4
2 - DISAGREE 24 4.6 4.9 7.7
3-NEUTRAL 78 14.9 15.7 22.9
4 - AGREE 222 42.4 44.7 67.4
5-STRONGLY AGREE 161 30.8 324 100.4
Total 497 95.0 100.9

[Missing  System 26 5.0

Total 523 100.0
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Section 4 — Negative Teamwork Experiences

The negative aspects with teamwork at Lawrence Tech are: Competition within group for better grades.

QL4A
Cumulative
Frequency Percent IValid Percent Percent
Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 72 13.8 14.3 14.3
2 - DISAGREE 181 34.6 359 50.2
3-NEUTRAL 154 29.4 30.6 80.9
4 - AGREE 7 14.3 14.9 95.6
5- STRONGLY AGREE 22 4.2 44 100.4
Total 504 96.4 100.0
[Missing  System 19 3.6
Total 523 100.0
Personal ego of team members dominates over cooperation.
Q14B
Cumulative
Frequency Percent IValid Percent Percent
\Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 3] 5.9 6.2 6.4
2 - DISAGREE 145 27.7 28.9 34.4
3-NEUTRAL 162 31.0 32.1 67.1
4 - AGREE 125 239 24.9 91.4
5-STRONGLY AGREE 41 7.8 8.1 100.4
Total 504 96.4 100.9
[Missing  System 19 3.9
Total 523 100.0
Focus on the problem-solving outcome only and not the educational experience.
Q14C
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 18 3.4 3.6 3.4
2 - DISAGREE 104 19.9 20.7 24.3
3-NEUTRAL 195 37.3 38.8 63.1
4 - AGREE 143 27.3 28.5 91.4
5- STRONGLY AGREE 42 8.0 8.4 100.4
Total 502 96.0 100.0
IMissing  System 21 4.0
Total 523 100.0
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Lack of bonding with team members.

Q14D
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 28 54 5.6 5.4
2 - DISAGREE 152 29.1 30.3 35.9
3-NEUTRAL 183 35.0 36.9 729
4 - AGREE 109 20.8 21.8 94.2
5- STRONGLY AGREE 29 5.5 5.8 100.4
Total 501 95.8 100.0
IMissing  System 22 4.2
Total 523 100.0
Inability to schedule meeting times.
Ql4E
Cumulative
Frequency Percent I\Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 18 34 3.6 3.4
2 - DISAGREE 95 18.2 19.9 22.6
3-NEUTRAL 129 24.7 25.9 48.4
4 - AGREE 180 344 36.0 84.4
5- STRONGLY AGREE 79 14.9 15.9 100.4
Total 500 95.9 100.0
[Missing  System 23 4.4
Total 523 100.0
Teamwork requires too much effort and time and is not productive.
Ql4F
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE 57 10.9 11.4 11.4
2 - DISAGREE 173 33.1 34.6 46.(
3-NEUTRAL 147 28.1 29.4 75.4
4 - AGREE 81 15.5 16.2 91.4
5- STRONGLY AGREE 42 8.0 8.4 100.4
Total 500 95.6 100.0
[Missing  System 23 4.4
Total 523 100.0
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Difficulty in determining individual or group roles and responsibilities.

Q14G
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1-STRONGLY DISAGREE 35 6.7 6.9 6.9
2 - DISAGREE 159 30.4 315 38.5
3-NEUTRAL 185 35.4 36.7 75.2
4 - AGREE 94 18.7 19.4 94.4
5- STRONGLY AGREE 27 5.2 54 100.4
Total 504 96.4 100.0

[Missing  System 19 3.9

Total 523 100.0
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Section 5 — Background Teamwork Information

When considering my overall teamwork experiences in courses at Lawrence Tech, | consider my grades on assignments that
require teamwork to be:

Q15
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 - Mixed opinion 14 2.7 2.8 2.9
2 - Lower than deserved 78 14.9 154 18.2
3 - Fair 390 74.6 77.2 954
4 - Higher than deserved 23 4.4 4.6 100.0
Total 505 96.6) 100.0

[Missing  System 18 3.4

Total 523 100.0

Overall, your teamwork experiences in courses at Lawrence Tech would best be described as:

Q16
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 - Very detrimental 12 2.3 2.4 2.4
2 - Detrimental 383 7.3 7.9 9.9
3 - Neutral 104 19.9 20.9 30.4
4 - Beneficial but not 251 43.0 49.8 804
necessary
5 — Necessary 99 18.9 19.6 100.d
Total 504 96.4 100.0

[Missing  System 19 3.6

Total 523 100.0

Your teamwork experiences at Lawrence Tech, with respect to your education, would best be described as:
Q17

Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 - Very negative 12 2.3 24 2.4
2 - Somewhat negative 38 7.3 7.9 9.9
3 - Neutral 104 19.9 20.9 30.4
4 - Somewhat positive 251 48.0 49.8 804
5 - Very positive 99 18.9 19.6 100.4
Total 504 96.4 100.0

IMissing  System 19 3.9

Total 523 100.0




Have you engaged in teamwork as part of a student organization, student group or an enrichment opportunity outside of class?

Q18
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-No 224 42.8 44.7 4471
2-Yes 2717 53.0 55.3 100.4
Total 501 95.8 100.0
IMissing System 22 4.2
Q18
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
\Valid 1-No 224 42.8 44.7 441
2-Yes 277 53.0 55.3 100.4
Total 501 95.8 100.0
[Missing  System 22 4.2
Total 523 100.0

If you answered yes, how often would you describe the teamwork experience as positive?

Q19
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

\Valid 1 - Never 3 .6 1.0 1.
2 - Almost never 6 1.1 2.0 3.0
3 - Half of the time 54 10.3 18.2 21.4
4 - Most of the time 174 333 58.9 79.9
5 - Always 60 11.5 20.2 100.4
Total 297 56.8 100.9

[Missing  System 229 43.2

Total 523 100.0

If you answered yes, your teamwork experiences outside of class at Lawrence Tech, with respect to your education, would

best be described as:

Q20
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 2 - Detrimental 1 1.3 2.4 2.4
3 - Neutral 54 10.3 18.6 214
4 - Beneficial but not 131 25.0 45.2 66.4
necessary
5 - Necessary 98 18.7 33.8 100.4
Total 290 55.4 100.9

[Missing  System 233 44.9

Total 523 100.0
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Section 6 — Demographics

Age
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
18 36 6.9 7.1 8.3
19 63 12.0 125 20.8
20 57 10.9 11.3 321
21 76 14.5 15.0 47.1
22 72 13.8 14.3 61.4
23 54 10.3 10.7 721
24 24 4.6 48 76.8
25 22 4.2 4.4 81.2
26 10 19 2.0 83.2
27 14 2.7 2.8 85.9
28 9 17 1.8 87.7
29 5 1.0 1.0 88.7
30 7 1.3 1.4 90.1
31 11 2.1 2.2 92.3
32 4 8 .8 93.1
33 5 1.0 1.0 94.1
34 3 .6 .6 94.7
35 2 A4 4 95.0
36 2 A4 4 95.4
37 1 2 2 95.6
38 3 6 .6 96.2
39 1 2 2 96.4
41 2 4 4 96.8
42 1 2 2 97.0
43 1 2 2 97.2
44 1 2 2 97.4
45 3 .6 .6 98.0
46 1 2 2 98.2
49 2 4 A4 98.6
50 1 2 2 98.8
51 1 2 2 99.0
53 1 2 2 99.2
55 2 4 A4 99.6
56 1 2 2 99.8
59 1 2 2 100.0
[Missing  System 18 3.4
Total 523 100.0
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Major
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid ARCHITECTURE & DESIGN 144 27.7 30.3 30.9
ARTS & SCIENCES 81 15.5 16.9 47.3
ENGINEERING 2217 434 475 94.9
MANAGEMENT 25 4.8 5.2 100.4
Total 478 914 100.9
[Missing  System 49 8.9
Total 523 100.0
Class
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid FRESHMAN 103 19.7 19.7 19.7
SOPHOMORE 123 235 235 43.7
JUNIOR 124 24.1 24.1 67.9
SENIOR 171 32.7 32.7 100.4
Total 523 100.9 100.0
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GPA
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid .0 1 2 2 2
2 1 2 2 A4
A4 5 1.0 1.0 14
5 1 2 2 1.6
.8 1 2 2 1.8
9 1 2 2 2.1
1.4 1 2 .2 2.3
1.9 6 11 1.2 35
2.0 9 17 1.8 5.3
2.1 3 .6 .6 6.0
2.2 9 17 1.8 7.8
2.3 4 .8 .8 8.6
2.4 4 .8 .8 9.4
2.5 20 3.8 4.1 136
2.6 10 19 2.1 15.6
2.7 14 2.7 2.9 185
2.8 14 2.7 2.9 214
2.9 27 5.2 55 26.9
3.0 56 10.7 11.5 38.4
31 24 4.6 4.9 43.3
3.2 32 6.1 6.6 49.9
3.3 35 6.7 7.2 57.1
3.4 35 6.7 7.2 64.3
35 42 8.0 8.6 729
3.6 25 4.8 5.1 78.0
3.7 32 6.1 6.6 84.6
3.8 41 7.8 8.4 93.0
3.9 22 4.2 4.5 97.5
4.0 10 1.9 2.1 99.6
4.2 1 2 2 99.8
44 1 2 2 100.0
Total 487 93.1 100.0
[Missing System 36 6.9
Total 523 100.0
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Black
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-NO 502 96.0 96.0 96.4
2-YES 2] 4.0 40 100.4
Total 523 100.0 100.0
Asian
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-NO 475 90.8 90.8 90.9
2-YES 43 9.2 9.2 100.4
Total 523 100.G 100.0
Hispanic
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-NO 468 89.5 89.5 89.5
2-YES 55 10.5 10.5 100.4
Total 523 100.G 100.9
Native
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-NO 510 97.5 97.5 97.5
2-YES 13 25 2.5 100.4
Total 523 100.0 100.0
White
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1-NO 104 20.3 20.3 20.3
2-YES 417 79.7 79.7 100.4
Total 523 100.0 100.0
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How would you categorize the time of your course selection?

Q21G
Cumulative
Frequency Percent \Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1- MAJORITY BEFORE 5 179 34.2 344 34.4
PM
2 - MAJORITY AFTER 5 PM 156 29.8 30.0 64.4
3-EVEN DISTRIBUTION 185 354 35.6 100.4
Total 520 99.4 100.0

[Missing  System 3 .6

Total 523 100.0

Did you transfer into Lawrence Tech from another school?
Q21H
Cumulative
Frequency Percent IValid Percent Percent

\Valid 1-NO 298 57.0 57.6 57.6
2 - TRANSFERED FROM 2- 159 304 30.8 88.4
YEAR COLLEGE
3 - TRANSFERRED FROM 60 11.5 11.4 100.4
4-YEAR COLLEGE
Total 517 98.9 100.0

[Missing  System g 1.1

Total 523 100.0

If you transferred into Lawrence Tech from another school, approximately how many hours did you transfer?

Q211
Cumulative
Frequency Percent I\VValid Percent Percent

Valid 1-1TO 14 HOURS 51 9.8 22.6 22.6
2-15TO 29 HOURS 69 13.2 309 53.1
3-30TO 59 HOURS 82 15.7 36.3 89.4
4 - MORE THAN 60 HOURS 24 4.6 10.6 100.4
Total 226 43.2 100.9

[Missing  System 297 56.9

Total 523 100.0
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Appendix B Student Responses by Major

Section 1 — Teamwork Background
During your time at Lawrence Tech, in how many courses have you worked on a team?

Q01 * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

JQ01 0 Count 4 4 11 (g 19

% within Major 2.8% 4.99%9 4.8% .0% 4.09

1to2 Count 21 9 40 3 79

% within Major 18.8% 11.1% 17.6% 12.0% 16.6%

3to5 Count 59 32 89 13 187

% within Major 41.099 39.5% 37.49% 44.09%9 39.2%

6to 10 Count 40 29 54 1 130

% within Major 27.8% 35.8% 23.8%4 28.0% 27.3%

11 ormore  Count 14 1 31 4 62

% within Major 9.7% 8.699 16.3% 16.0% 13.0%

Total Count 144 81 221) 29 477

% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

What is the AVERAGE length of these team assignments?
Q02 * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

1Q02 <1 week Count 15 9 21 2 53
% within Major 10.7% 11.7% 12.3% 8.09 11.59
1 to 3 weeks Count 89 48 121 15 273
% within Major 63.6% 62.3% 55.3% 60.0% 59.29
4 to 6 weeks Count 18 11 35 3 61
% within Major 12.9% 14.3% 16.0% 12.0% 14.59
7 to 9 weeks Count 9 6 17 5 31
% within Major 6.4% 7.8% 7.8% 20.0% 8.09
10to 12 weeks  Count 6 1 9 0 16
% within Major 4.3% 1.3% 4.1% .0% 3.59
13to 15weeks  Count 3 2 10 0 15
% within Major 2.1% 2.6% 4.6% .0% 3.39
Total Count 140 77 219 25 461
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.094 100.0% 100.09




What was the PRIMARY way that teams were assigned in the classes?

Q03 * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
Total
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES

1Q03 By students or self selected  Count 94 32 129 10 264
% within Major 68.6%) 42.1% 60.3% 41.7% 58.89

By instructor without Count 27 30 45 8 11(
explanation % within Major 19.79 39.5% 210 3339 24.49

By instructor based on Count 5 7 16 2 3(
personality or skills % within Major 3.6% 9.2%4 7.5% 8.3% 6.70

By instructor based on Count 2 2 6 2 12
schedules % within Major 1.5% 2.6% 2.8% 8.3% 2.79

By instructor based on both  Count 5 1 7 1 14

% within Major 3.6% 1.3% 3.3% 4.294 3.19
Other Count 4 4 11 1 2(

% within Major 2.9% 5.3% 5.1% 4.2% 4.49
Total Count 137 74 214 24 45]
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.09%9 100.0% 100.09




Section 2 — Team Process and Progress

How often did the instructor monitor the teamwork process and
team progress?

Q04 * Major Crosstabulation

65

Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JQ04 1 - Never Count 2 3 12 ( 19
% within Major 1.49%9 3.9% 5.6% .0% 3.8
2 - Almost never Count 29 14 58 9 10§
% within Major 20.9% 21.1% 27.1% 20.8% 23.84
3 - Half of the time Count 47 36 70 12 164
% within Major 33.8% 47.4% 32.7% 50.0% 36.49
4 - Most of the time  Count 51 17 60 6 134
% within Major 36.7% 22.49% 28.0% 25.0% 29.64
5 - Always Count 10 4 14 1 24
% within Major 7.2% 5.3% 6.5% 4.2% 6.4%4
Total Count 139 74 214 24 453
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.09% 100.0% 100.09
How often did instructor provide guidance or instructions on how team members should work together before
starting the assignment/project?
Q05 * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
1Q05 1 - Never Count 5 3 11 il 2(
% within Major 3.6% 3.99 5.1% 4.09 4.49
2 - Almost never Count 28 19 37 4 84
% within Major 20.4% 19.79% 17.3% 16.094 18.69
3 - Half of the time Count 39 24 72 8 143
% within Major 28.5% 31.6% 33.6% 32.0% 31.69
4 - Most of the time  Count 51 29 75 10 164
% within Major 37.2% 38.2% 35.0% 40.0% 36.59
5 - Always Count 14 5 19 2 4(
% within Major 10.2% 6.6% 8.9% 8.0% 8.89
Total Count 137 76 214 25 457
% within Major 100.0% 100.094 100.094 100.094 100.09




How often did teamwork assignments have roles (either student assigned or instructor assigned) for team members?

Q06 * Major Crosstabulation

66

Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

JQ06 1 - Never Count 8 7 19 2 36
% within Major 5.8% 9.2% 8.9% 8.3% 8.09

2 - Almost never Count 23 18 51 3 95

% within Major 16.8% 23.7% 23.9% 12.5% 21.19

3 - Half of the time Count 45 26 67 g 144

% within Major 32.8% 34.2% 31.5% 25.0% 32.00

4 - Most of the time ~ Count 47 20 48 9 124

% within Major 34.3% 26.3% 22.5% 37.5% 27.69

5 - Always Count 14 5 28 4 53

% within Major 10.2% 6.6%4 13.1% 16.7% 11.39

Total Count 137 74 213 24 45(
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09

If team roles were assigned, how often were responsibilities associated with those roles communicated?
Q07 * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

JQO7 1 - Never Count 9 12 20 3 44
% within Major 6.8% 16.2% 9.6%4 13.0% 10.09
2 - Almost never Count 34 19 52 3 10§

% within Major 25.6% 25.7% 25.0% 13.0% 24.79
3 - Half of the time Count 38 18 55 g 117

% within Major 28.6% 24.3% 26.4%9 26.1%4 26.79
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 37 17 58 1 119

% within Major 27.8% 23.09 27.9%9 30.4% 27.29
5 - Always Count 15 8 23 4 5(

% within Major 11.3% 10.8% 11.1% 17.4% 11.49
Total Count 133 74 208 23 434
% within Major 100.0% 100.099 100.099 100.099 100.09




How often did your team focus on a common goal or a single project?

Q08 * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

JQ08 1 - Never Count 0 0j g ( q
% within Major .0% .0% 2.9% .0% 1.39

2 - Almost never Count 1 1 4 a q

% within Major 1% 1.3% 1.9% .0% 1.39

3 - Half of the time Count 29 17 34 1 84

% within Major 21.2% 22.7% 17.1% 29.2% 20.09

4 - Most of the time  Count 65 34 100 14 215

% within Major 47.4% 48.0% 47.6% 58.3% 48.29

5 - Always Count 42 21 64 3 130

% within Major 30.7% 28.0% 30.5% 12.5% 29.19

Total Count 137 79 210 24 444
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09

How often were you required to evaluate your team members as a component of the team process?
Q09 * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

JQ09 1 - Never Count 14 5 22 ( 4]
% within Major 10.1% 6.7% 10.2% 0% 9.19
2 - Almost never Count 37 11 39 3 9(

% within Major 26.8% 14.7% 18.194 12.0%4 19.99
3 - Half of the time Count 41 32 54 g 133

% within Major 29.7% 42.79% 25.1% 24.0% 29.49
4 - Most of the time  Count 26 20 59 10 115

% within Major 18.8% 26.7% 27.4% 40.099 25.49
5 - Always Count 20 7 41 g 74

% within Major 14.5% 9.3 19.1% 24.0% 16.39
Total Count 138 75 215 25 453
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09




How often did team members take responsibility for their work and contributions to the team?

Q10 * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
|Q10 1 - Never Count 1 1 1 ( 9
% within Major T% 1.3% 3.3% 0% 2.09
2 - Almost never Count 10 12 12 2 34
% within Major 7.29% 15.8% 5.6%4 8.0% 8.09
3 - Half of the time Count 35 23 52 10 12(
% within Major 25.49% 30.3% 24.4% 40.0% 26.59
4 - Most of the time  Count 73 33 109 10 225
% within Major 52.9% 43.49%9 51.2% 40.0% 49.89
5 - Always Count 19 7 33 3 62
% within Major 13.8% 9.2% 15.5% 12.0% 13.79
Total Count 138 76 213 25 457
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09
How often did members of the team communicate and resolve conflict in a respectful manner?
Q11 * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
Q11 1 - Never Count 2 1 3 Q g
% within Major 1.4% 1.3% 1.49% 0% 1.39
2 - Almost never Count 2 7 11 1 21
% within Major 1.4% 9.3% 5.194 4.0% 4.69
3 - Half of the time Count 31 12 28 10 81
% within Major 22.5% 16.0% 13.0% 40.0%4 17.99
4 - Most of the time  Count 67 41 114 5 221
% within Major 48.6% 54.7% 53.0% 20.0% 50.19
5 - Always Count 36 14 59 9 114
% within Major 26.1% 18.7% 27.4% 36.0%9 26.09
Total Count 138 75 215 25 453
% within Major 100.0% 100.094 100.09 100.094 100.09




How often did all team members of the team participate in decision making with no single team member dominating?

Q12 * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

|Q12 1 - Never Count 3 3 8 ( 14
% within Major 2.29%] 3.99 3.79 0% 3.19

2 - Almost never Count 16 14 2] 2 53

% within Major 11.7% 18.4% 9.8% 8.3% 11.79

3 - Half of the time Count 51 26 65 9 151

% within Major 37.2% 34.2% 30.2% 37.5% 33.49

4 - Most of the time  Count 51 21 89 9 176

% within Major 37.2% 35.5% 41.49%9 37.5% 38.99

5 - Always Count 16 6 32 4 54

% within Major 11.7% 7.9% 14.9% 16.7% 12.89

Total Count 137 74 215 24 457
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09




Section 3 — Constructive Teamwork Experiences

I enjoy working on team assignments in my courses at Lawrence
Tech because: Teamwork skills are crucial in my field.

Q13A * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

JQ13A  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 1 2 2 0 5
% within 1% 2.6% 9% .0% 1.1%

Major
2 - DISAGREE Count 3 2 1 1 1
% within 2.1% 2.6% .5% 4.0% 1.5%

Major
3-NEUTRAL Count 4 15 23 6 48
% within 2.9% 19.7% 10.6% 24.0%] 10.5%

Major
4 - AGREE Count 45 26 76 9 156
% within 32.1%) 34.2% 35.2% 36.0% 34.1%

Major
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 87 31 114 9 241
% within 62.1%) 40.8% 52.8% 36.0% 52.7%

Major
Total Count 140 76 216 25 457
% within 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Major

I was exposed to new methods for interpersonal interaction.
Q13B * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

|Q13B 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 5 5 11 il 22
% within Major 3.6% 6.6% 5.19%9 4.0% 4.89
2 - DISAGREE Count 19 13 21 3 62
% within Major 13.7% 17.1% 12.6% 12.0% 13.7%
3-NEUTRAL Count 42 21 61 9 133
% within Major 30.2% 27.6% 28.5% 36.09 29.3%
4 - AGREE Count 54 29 87 9 179
% within Major 38.8% 38.2% 40.7% 36.0%4 39.4%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 19 8 28 3 59
% within Major 13.79% 10.59% 13.19%4 12.0% 12.8%
Total Count 139 79 214 29 454
% within Major 100.0% 100.094 100.099 100.0% 100.0%4




It will help me be a better citizen.

Q13C * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JO13C  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 6 4 15 3 28
% within Major 4.3% 5.3% 7.0%] 12.094 6.2%
2 - DISAGREE Count 11 10 19 3 43
% within Major 8.0% 13.29 8.9% 12.0% 9.5%
3- NEUTRAL Count 47 32 63 9 151
% within Major 34.1% 42.1% 29.4% 36.0% 33.3%
4 - AGREE Count 47 19 78 8 152
% within Major 34.1% 25.0% 36.4% 32.0% 33.6%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 27 11 39 2 79
% within Major 19.6% 14.5% 18.2% 8.0% 17.4%
Total Count 138 76 214 24 453
% within Major 100.0% 100.099  100.0%| 100.09 100.0%4
I understand myself better by my interaction with other students.
Q13D * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JO13D  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 7 8 12 1 28
% within Major 5.0% 10.7% 5.6% 4.2% 6.2%
2 - DISAGREE Count 20 11 22 2 55
% within Major 14.4% 14.7% 10.3% 8.3% 12.29%
3- NEUTRAL Count 32 27 63 6 129
% within Major 23.0% 36.0% 29.6%) 25.0% 28.4%
4 - AGREE Count 57 19 79 14 169
% within Major 41.0% 25.3% 37.1%] 58.3% 37.5%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 23 10 37 1 1
% within Major 16.5% 13.3% 17.4% 4.2% 15.7%
Total Count 139 75 213 24 451
% within Major 100.0% 100.099  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




I recognize the positive outcomes of working cooperatively.

Q13E * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JOI3E  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 1 2 5 0 g
% within Major % 2.7% 2.4% 0% 1.8%
2 - DISAGREE Count 3 2 5 0 10
% within Major 2.1% 2.7% 2.4% 0% 2.2%
3-NEUTRAL Count 16 12 27 3 59
% within Major 11.4% 16.0%4 12.7% 12.5% 12.9%
4 - AGREE Count 74 41 107 15 237
% within Major 52.9% 54.7% 50.5% 62.5% 52.5%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 49 18 68 g 134
% within Major 32.9% 24.0% 32.1% 25.09 30.6%
Total Count 140 75 212 24 451
% within Major 100.099 100.099 100.0% 100.094 100.0%
I have forged close relationships with my team members.
Q13F * Major Crosstabulation
Major
Total
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES

JQ13F  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 4 3 8 0 14

% within Major 2.9% 3.9% 3.8% 0% 3.39%

2 - DISAGREE Count 17 12 23 7 59

% within Major 12.1% 15.8% 10.8% 29.2% 13.0%

3-NEUTRAL Count 58 29 64 8 159

% within Major 41.4% 38.2% 30.0% 33.3%] 35.1%

4 - AGREE Count 38, 19 83 7 147

% within Major 27.1% 25.0% 39.0% 29.2% 32.5%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 23 13 35 2 73

% within Major 16.4% 17.1% 16.4% 8.3% 16.19%

Total Count 140 76 213 24 453

% within Major 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




| feel safe and supported in a team environment.

Q13G * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
[Q13G 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 4 4 9 ( 17
% within Major 2.9% 5.3% 4.2%) .0% 3.7%
2 - DISAGREE Count 14 15 13 5 47
% within Major 10.0% 19.7% 6.1% 20.8% 10.4%
3-NEUTRAL Count 57 34 72 9 172
% within Major 40.7% 44.7% 33.6% 37.5% 37.9%
4 - AGREE Count 48 14 89 8 159
% within Major 34.3% 18.4% 41.6% 33.3% 35.0%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 17 9 31 2 59
% within Major 12.1% 11.8% 14.5%) 8.3% 13.0%
Total Count 140 74 214 24 454
% within Major 100.0% 100.099  100.0% 100.0% 100.094
It is clear to me why working on teams is critical to my education.
Q13H * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JQ13H 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 3 3 5 ( 19
% within Major 2.1% 3.9% 2.3%, .0% 2.49%
2 - DISAGREE Count 5 6 10 il 22
% within Major 3.6% 7.9% 4.7% 4.2% 4.9%
3-NEUTRAL Count 18 22 26 g 72
% within Major 12.9% 28.9% 12.2% 25.0% 15.9%
4 - AGREE Count 70 29 99 5 203
% within Major 50.0% 38.2% 46.5% 20.8% 44.89%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 44 14 73 12 149
% within Major 31.4% 21.1% 34.3% 50.0% 32.0%
Total Count 140 74 213 24 453
% within Major 100.0% 100.099 100.0%| 100.094 100.0%




Section 4 — Negative Teamwork Experiences

The negative aspects with teamwork at Lawrence
Tech are: Competition within group for better grades.

Q14A * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JQ14A  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 15 17 33 4 69
% within Major 10.6% 22.1%] 15.2% 16.7% 15.0%4
2 - DISAGREE Count 45 32 72 11 160
% within Major 31.9% 41.6% 33.2%] 45.8% 34.9%
3-NEUTRAL Count 55 18 67 6 144
% within Major 39.0% 23.4% 30.9% 25.0% 31.8%
4 - AGREE Count 21 9 33 2 65
% within Major 14.9% 11.7% 15.2% 8.3% 14.2%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 5 1 12 1 19
% within Major 3.5% 1.3% 5.5% 4.2% 419
Total Count 141 77 217 24 459
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%
Personal ego of team members dominates over cooperation.
Q14B * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JQ14B  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 5 6 16 2 29
% within Major 3.5% 7.8% 7.4% 8.3% 6.3%
2 - DISAGREE Count 43 23 60 8 134
% within Major 30.5% 29.9% 27.6% 33.3% 29.2%
3-NEUTRAL Count 40 25 75 9 149
% within Major 28.4% 32.5% 34.6% 37.5% 32.5%
4 - AGREE Count 40 19 50 3 112
% within Major 28.4% 2479 23.0% 12.5% 24.4%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 13 4 16 2 35
% within Major 9.2% 5.2% 7.4% 8.3% 7.6%
Total Count 144 77 217 24 459
% within Major 100.0% 100.0949 100.099 100.0% 100.0%




Focus on the problem-solving outcome only and not the educational experience.

Q14C * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JO14C  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 3 3 9 2 17
% within Major 2.1% 3.9% 4.2% 8.3% 3.7%
2 - DISAGREE Count 30 22 34 4 94
% within Major 21.3% 28.6% 15.8% 16.7% 19.7%
3- NEUTRAL Count 62 22 85 11 184
% within Major 44.0% 28.6% 39.5%] 45.8% 39.4%
4 - AGREE Count 35 23 67 6 134
% within Major 24.8% 29.9% 31.2% 25.0% 28.7%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 11 7 20 1 39
% within Major 7.8% 9.1% 9.3% 4.2% 8.5%
Total Count 141 71 215 24 457
% within Major 100.0% 100.099 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%4
Lack of bonding with team members.
Q14D * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

JQ14D  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 9 8 9 1 27

% within Major 6.4% 10.49% 4.2% 4.3% 5.9%

2 - DISAGREE Count 42 28 61 5 134

% within Major 30.0% 36.4% 28.2%) 21799  29.8%

3- NEUTRAL Count 56 18 86 8 169

% within Major 40.0% 23.4% 39.8% 3489 36.8%

4 - AGREE Count 28 16 47 ¥ 98

% within Major 20.0% 20.8% 21.8%) 30499 21.5%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 5 7 13 2 21

% within Major 3.6% 9.1% 6.0% 8.7% 5.9%

Total Count 140 71 214 23 454

% within Major 100.0% 100.0%4 100.0%| 100.099 100.0%




Inability to schedule meeting times.

Q14E * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

|Q14E  ARCH ARTS & [ENG MGMT 6 g 14

SCIENCES
% within Major 3.6% 6.6% 2.8% 0% 3.5%
2 - DISAGREE Count 23 18 39 8 89
% within Major 16.4% 23.7% 18.1% 33.3% 19.3%
3-NEUTRAL Count 44 12 60 9 129
% within Major 31.4% 15.8% 27.9%9 20.8% 26.6%
4 - AGREE Count 47 28 75 8 158
% within Major 33.6% 36.8% 34.9%9 33.3% 34.7%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 21 13 39 3 72
% within Major 15.094 17.1% 16.3% 12.5% 15.8%
Total Count 140 79 215 24 455
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09

Teamwork requires too much effort and time and is not productive.
Q14F * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

IQ14F 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 11 7 31 3 52
% within Major 7.9% 9.1% 14.4% 12.5% 11.4%
2 - DISAGREE Count 46 20 80 10 156
% within Major 33.1% 26.0% 37.2% 41.7%| 34.3%
3-NEUTRAL Count 45 22 65 3 139
% within Major 32.4% 28.6% 30.2% 12.5% 29.7%
4 - AGREE Count 25 21 21 5 72
% within Major 18.0% 27.3% 9.8% 20.8% 15.8%
5-STRONGLY AGREE Count 12 7 18 3 4(
% within Major 8.6% 9.1% 8.4% 12.5% 8.8%
Total Count 139 77 215 24 459
% within Major 100.0%) 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0% 100.099
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Difficulty in determining individual or group roles and responsibilities.

Q14G * Major Crosstabulation

Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

1Q14G 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 9 4 18 ( 314
% within Major 6.4% 5.29% 8.3% .09 6.8%

2 - DISAGREE Count 44 29 72 6 147

% within Major 31.2% 32.5% 33.2% 25.0% 32.09%

3-NEUTRAL Count 55 32 1 1 174

% within Major 39.0% 41.6% 35.5% 29.2% 37.3%

4 - AGREE Count 21 15 39 8 89

% within Major 19.1% 19.5% 16.1%) 33.3% 18.5%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 6 1 19 3 25

% within Major 4.3% 1.3% 6.9% 12.5% 5.4%

Total Count 147 71 217 24 459
% within Major 100.09% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09%




Section 5 — Background Teamwork Information

When considering my overall teamwork experiences in courses at Lawrence Tech, | consider my grades on assignments that
require teamwork to be:

Q15 * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
IARCH IARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

IQ15 1 - Mixed opinion Count 4 1 7 1 13
% within Major 2.8% 1.3% 3.2% 4.09 2.8%

2 - Lower than deserved Count 28 11 27 4 70

% within Major 19.9% 14.3% 12.4% 16.094 15.29

3 - Fair Count 109 61 172 17 355

% within Major 74.5% 79.2% 79.3% 68.0% 77.2%

4 - Higher than deserved Count 4 4 11 3 22

% within Major 2.8% 5.2% 5.1% 12.0% 4.89

Total Count 141 77 217 25 460
% within Major 100.0%, 100.0%j 100.0% 100.09 100.09%




Overall, your teamwork experiences in courses at Lawrence Tech would best be described as:

Q16 * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

1Q16 1 - Very detrimental Count 2 4 4 0 10
% within Major 1.4% 5.3% 1.8% .0% 2.2

2 - Detrimental Count 9 12 9 3 33

% within Major 6.4% 15.8% 4.1% 12.0% 7.29

3 - Neutral Count 34 10 43 6 93

% within Major 24.1% 13.2% 19.8% 24.0% 20.34

4 - Beneficial but not Count 70 38 112 11 23]
necessary % within Major 49.6% 50.094 51.694 44.0% 50.394

5 - Necessary Count 26 12 49 5 93

% within Major 18.4% 15.8% 22.6% 20.0% 20.09

Total Count 141 74 217 25 454
% within Major 100.0% 100.094 100.094 100.099 100.0%4

Your teamwork experiences at Lawrence Tech, with respect to your education, would best be described as:
Q17 * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

|Q17 1 - Very negative Count 2 4 4 a 10
% within Major 1.4% 5.3% 1.8% 0% 2.29

2 - Somewhat negative Count 9 12 9 3 33

% within Major 6.4%] 15.8% 4.1% 12.0% 7.29

3 - Neutral Count 34 10 43 g 93

% within Major 24.1%] 13.2% 19.8% 24.0% 20.3%

4 - Somewhat positive Count 70 38 112 11 231

% within Major 49.6% 50.0% 51.6% 44.09% 50.3%

5 - Very positive Count 26 12 49 3 92

% within Major 18.4% 15.8% 22.6% 20.0% 20.0%

Total Count 147 74 217 25 459
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09 100.09%




80

Have you engaged in teamwork as part of a student organization, student group or an enrichment opportunity outside of class?

Q18 * Major Crosstabulation

Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

JQ18 1-No Count 66 33 100 15 214

% within Major 47.1% 43.4% 46.5% 60.0% 46.99

2-Yes Count 74 43 115 10 242

% within Major 52.9% 56.6% 53.5% 40.0% 53.19

Total Count 140 74 219 25 456

% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09

If you answered yes, how often would you describe the teamwork experience as positive?
Q19 * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

IQ19 1 - Never Count 1 0j 2 ( 3
% within Major 1.3% 0% 1.6% 0% 1.19
2 - Almost never Count 0 0 3 1 4
% within Major 0% 0% 2.4% 7.7% 1.59
3 - Half of the time Count 16 8 23 2 44
% within Major 20.3% 17.0% 18.7% 15.4% 18.79
4 - Most of the time  Count 49 25 70 10 154
% within Major 62.0% 53.2% 56.9% 76.9% 58.89
5 - Always Count 13 14 25 0 53
% within Major 16.5% 29.8% 20.3% 0% 19.89
Total Count 79 47 123 13 262
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09
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If you answered yes, your teamwork experiences outside of class at Lawrence Tech, with respect to your education, would
best be described as:

Q20 * Major Crosstabulation

Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

1Q20 2 - Detrimental Count 1 0 4 1 q
% within Major 1.3% .0% 3.49% 8.3% 2.4%9

3 - Neutral Count 18 12 17 2 49

% within Major 22.8% 26.1% 14.4% 16.7% 19.24

4 - Beneficial but not Count 39 18 55 5 117
necessary % within Major 49.4% 39.194 46.6% 41.7% 45.94

5 - Necessary Count 21 16 42 4 83

% within Major 26.6%) 34.8% 35.6% 33.3% 32.59

Total Count 79 46 118 12 25
% within Major 100.0%j 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09




Section 6 — Demographics

Age * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

Age 8 Count 0 0] 0 il il |
% within Major 0% .0%) .0%) 4.5% 2%

15  Count 1 0 0 q il |
% within Major 1% .0% 0% .09 .29

16  Count 1 0 2 o 3
% within Major 1% .0% .9% .09 TY

17 Count 0 0 1 q il |
% within Major .0% .0% 5% .09 .29

18  Count 7 9 16 q 32
% within Major 5.0% 11.5% 7.3% 0% 7.0%

19  Count 14 12 29 q 54
% within Major 9.9% 15.4% 13.2% 0% 12.094

20 Count 17 11 25 (g 53
% within Major 12.1% 14.1%) 11.4% .0% 11.5%

21 Count 27 8 29 3 67
% within Major 19.1%| 10.3% 13.2% 13.6% 14.6%4

22 Count 22 10 29 4 69
% within Major 15.6% 12.8% 13.2% 18.2% 14.1%

23 Count 18 10 20 2 50
% within Major 12.8% 12.8% 9.1% 9.19% 10.9%

24 Count 6 5 10 il 22
% within Major 4.3%| 6.4% 4.6% 4.59% 4.8

25 Count 5 3 11 il 20
% within Major 3.5%) 3.8% 5.0% 4.5% 4.3%

26 Count 4 2 4 ( 10
% within Major 2.8% 2.6%) 1.8% 0% 2.2%

27  Count 3 1 6 3 13
% within Major 2.1% 1.3% 2.7%) 13.6% 2.8%

28  Count 3 1 4 0 8
% within Major 2.1% 1.3% 1.8% 0% 1.7%

29 Count 1 1 2 (g 4
% within Major T% 1.3% .9% .09 .99

30 Count 1 1 5 (g 1
% within Major 1% 1.3% 2.3% 0% 1.5%

31 Count 3 1 4 2 10
% within Major 2.1% 1.3% 1.8% 9.1% 2.29%

32 Count 1 0 2 il 4
% within Major 1% 0% 9% 4.59% 9%
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33 Count 2 0 1 1 4
% within Major 1.4% 0% 5% 4.5% 9%

34  Count 0 1 2 q 3
% within Major .0% 1.3% .9% 0% 1%

35 Count 0 0 2 0 2
% within Major .0% .0% 9% 0% A%

36  Count 1 0 1 0 2
% within Major T% 0% 5% 0% 4%

37  Count 1 0 0 0 il |
% within Major T% 0% .09 0% 29

38  Count 2 0 0 1 3
% within Major 1.4% 0% 0% 4.5% TN

39  Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Major .0% 0% 5% 0% 29

41  Count 0 1 1 0 2
% within Major 0% 1.3% 5% 0% A%

42 Count 1 0 0 0 il |
% within Major 1% 0% .0% 0% 29

43  Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Major .0% 0% 5% 0% 29

44 Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Major .0% 0% 5% 0% 29

45  Count 0 0 2 1 3
% within Major .0% 0% 9% 4.5% T9

46 Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Major .0% 0% 5% 0% 29

49 Count 0 0 2 0 2
% within Major .0% 0% 9% 0% 4%

50  Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Major .0% 0% 5% 0% 29

51  Count 0 0 0 1 il |
% within Major .0% 0% 0% 4.5% 2%

53  Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Major .0% 0% 5% .0% 29

55  Count 0 0 2 0 2
% within Major .0% 0% 9% 0% 49

56 Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Major .0% 0% 5% 0% 29

59 Count 0 1 0 0 il |
% within Major 0% 1.3% 0% 0% 2%

Total Count 141 78 219 22 460
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09




Gender * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

IGender 1- FEMALE Count 49 21 24 4 100
% within Major 34.0%) 25.9% 10.6% 26.1% 21.1%
2 - MALE Count 95 60 202 17 374
% within Major 66.0% 74.1% 89.4% 73.9% 78.9%
Total Count 144 81 226 23 474
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.09%9 100.0% 100.0%

Class * Major Crosstabulation

Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

IClass FRESHMAN Count 19 19 56 1 95
% within Major 13.1% 23.5% 24.7% 4.0% 19.9%
SOPHOMORE  Count 48 16 46 1 119
% within Major 33.1% 19.8% 20.3% 4.0% 23.2%
JUNIOR Count 32 24 52 9 117
% within Major 22.1% 29.6% 22.9% 36.0% 24.5%
SENIOR Count 44 22 73 14 159
% within Major 31.7% 27.2%| 32.2% 56.0% 32.4%
Total Count 145 81 227 29 478
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




GPA * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total

IGPA .0 Count 0 1 0 o 1
% within Major 0% 1.3% 0% 0% .29

2 Count 1 0j 0 0 ]
% within Major 79 .09 .09 .0% .29

4 Count 0 2 3 [0 9
% within Major 0% 2.6 1.5% 0% 1.19

5 Count 1 0j 0 [0 ]
% within Major 79 .09 .09 .0% .29

.8 Count 0 1 0 [0 ]
% within Major 0% 1.3% 0% 0% .29

1.4 Count 0 0 1 q 1
% within Major .0% .09 5% .0% .29

1.9 Count 2 0 4 q g
% within Major 1.4% 0% 1.9% 0% 1.49

2.0 Count 0 3 6 o g
% within Major 0% 3.99 2.9% 0% 2.09

2.1 Count 0 0 3 o K
% within Major 0% 0% 1.5% 0% 79

2.2 Count 2 0 5 2 g
% within Major 1.4% 0% 2.49%9 10.5% 2.09

2.3 Count 1 1 2 q 4
% within Major 1% 1.3% 1.0% 0% .99

2.4 Count 0 0 3 q K
% within Major 0% 0% 1.5% 0% 79

25 Count 3 2 11 2 14
% within Major 2.19% 2.6 5.3% 10.5% 4.19

2.6 Count 3 0 5 q g
% within Major 2.19% 0% 2.49%9 0% 1.89

2.7 Count 2 3 7 1 13
% within Major 1.4% 3.99 3.49%9 5.3% 2.99

2.8 Count 7 0 6 1 14

% within Major 5.09% .0% 2.99% 5.3% 3.29

29 Count 7 4 11 1 23

% within Major 5.0% 5.2% 5.3% 5.3% 5.2%

3.0 Count 23 7 23 0 53

% within Major 16.4% 9.1% 11.2% 0% 12.0%

3.1 Count 8 3 10 1 22

% within Major 5.79% 3.9% 4.9% 5.3% 5.094

3.2 Count 11 4 14 1 30

% within Major 7.99% 5.2% 6.8% 5.3% 6.89
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3.3 Count 13 4 17 2 3]
% within Major 9.3% 5.2% 5.8% 10.5%| 7.0%
3.4 Count 11 4 15 1 3
% within Major 7.9% 5.2% 7.3% 5.3% 7.0%
35 Count 17 7 13 4 4
% within Major 12.1% 9.1% 6.3% 21.1%| 9.3%
3.6 Count 6 3 13 1 23
% within Major 4.3% 3.9% 6.3% 5.3% 5.29
3.7 Count 8 8 9 0 25
% within Major 5.7% 10.4% 4.49%9 .0% 5.7
3.8 Count 10 9 17 1 37
% within Major 7.19% 11.7% 8.3% 5.3% 8.49
3.9 Count 4 8 7 0 19
% within Major 2.99% 10.4% 3.49 .0% 4.3%
4.0 Count 0 3 5 1 9
% within Major 0% 3.9% 2.4% 5.3% 2.094
4.4 Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Major 0% 0% 5% 0% 2%
Total Count 140 77 206 19 442
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Black * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
IBlack 1-NO  Count 141 76 218 24 459
% within Major 97.29% 93.8% 96.0% 96.0% 96.0%
2-YES Count 4 5 9 1 19
% within Major 2.8% 6.2% 4.0% 4.0%9 4.0%
Total Count 145 81 2217 25 478
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.099 100.099
Asian * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
Asian 1-NO  Count 135 70, 209 17| 439
% within Major 93.1%) 86.4% 92.1% 68.0% 90.2%
2-YES Count 10 11 18 8 47
% within Major 6.9% 13.6% 7.9% 32.0% 9.8%
Total Count 145 81 227 25 478
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Hispanic * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
[Hispanic 1-NO Count 128 73 205 22 424
% within Major 88.3% 90.1% 90.3% 88.0% 89.59
2-YES Count 17 8 22 3 5(
% within Major 11.79 9.9% 9.79% 12.09 10.59
Total Count 145 81 221 29 479
% within Major 100.09%9 100.09% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09
Native * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
INative 1-NO Count 142 74 222 25 4695
% within Major 97.9% 93.8% 97.8% 100.09% 97.3%4
2-YES Count 3 5 9 0 13
% within Major 2.19% 6.2% 2.29% 0% 2794
Total Count 145 81 221 25 478
% within Major 100.09% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09% 100.09
White * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
\White 1-NO Count 22 17 48 13 100
% within Major 15.2% 21.0% 21.1% 52.0% 20.9%
2-YES Count 123 64 179 12 374
% within Major 84.8% 79.0% 78.9%| 48.0% 79.1%
Total Count 145 81 227 25 479
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09% 100.0%




How would you categorize the time of your course selection?
Q21G * Major Crosstabulation
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Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
IQ21G  1- MAJORITY BEFORE 5 Count 71 24 64 2 161
PM % within Major 49.0% 29.6% 28.6% 8.0% 33.99
2 - MAJORITY AFTER5PM Count 23 22 88 14 1449
% within Major 15.9% 27.2% 39.3% 64.094 3149
3 - EVEN DISTRIBUTION Count 51 35 72 7 164
% within Major 35.2% 43.2% 32.1% 28.094 34.79
Total Count 145 81 224 25 474
% within Major 100.0% 100.099 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Did you transfer into Lawrence Tech from another school?
Q21H * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
JQ21H 1-NO Count 58 56 141 12 267
% within Major 40.0% 70.0% 63.5% 48.09 56.69
2 - TRANSFERED FROM 2-  Count 64 17 61 7 149
YEAR COLLEGE % within Major 44.1% 21.3% 27.5% 28.0% 31.69
3 - TRANSFERRED FROM Count 23 7 20 g 54
4-YEAR COLLEGE % within Major 15.9% 8.8% 9.0% 24,04 11.99%
Total Count 145 80 222 25 472
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.09 100.0%4
If you transferred into Lawrence Tech from another school, approximately how many hours did you transfer?
Q211 * Major Crosstabulation
Major
ARCH ARTS & ENG MGMT
SCIENCES Total
1Q211 1-1TO 14 HOURS Count 21 3 23 il 49
% within Major 24.4% 12.0% 26.7% 7.194 22.74
2-15TO 29 HOURS Count 27 5 27 3 64
% within Major 31.4% 20.0% 31.49% 21.4% 29.44
3-30TO 59 HOURS Count 32 14 25 g 71
% within Major 37.2% 56.0% 29.1% 42.9% 36.5%
4 - MORE THAN 60 HOURS  Count 6 3 11 4 24
% within Major 7.09% 12.0% 12.8% 28.6% 11.44
Total Count 86 25 86 14 211
% within Major 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09 100.04




Appendix C

Student Responses by Class Level Section 1 — Teamwork Background
During your time at Lawrence Tech, in how many courses have you worked on a team?

Q01 * Class Crosstabulation

Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JQo1 0 Count 6 8 2 3 19

% within Class 5.8% 6.6% 1.6% 1.8% 3.6%

1to2 Count 27 32 14 13 86

% within Class 26.2% 26.2% 11.1% 7.6% 16.5%

3to5 Count 49 42 61 46 198

% within Class 47.6% 34.4% 48.4% 26.9% 37.99

61to 10 Count 17 32 35 61 144

% within Class 16.5% 26.2% 27.8% 35.7% 27.8%

11 ormore  Count 4 8 14 48 74

% within Class 3.9% 6.6% 11.1% 28.1% 14.2%

Total Count 103 122 126 171 522

% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.099 100.099

What is the AVERAGE length of these team assignments?
Q02 * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

]Q02 <1 week Count 17 15 14 10 58
% within Class 17.3% 13.0% 12.9% 5.99% 11.5%
1 to 3 weeks Count 66 80, 74 81 304
% within Class 67.3% 69.6% 59.7% 47.9% 59.59%
4 to 6 weeks Count 12 8 20 35 75
% within Class 12.2% 7.0% 16.1% 20.79% 14.8%
7 to 9 weeks Count 1 3 11 24 39
% within Class 1.0% 2.6% 8.9% 14.2% 7.79%
10 to 12 weeks Count 2 1 2 12 17
% within Class 2.0% .9% 1.6% 7.19% 3.49
13to 15weeks  Count 0 8 1 7 14
% within Class 0% 7.0% 8% 4.19 3.29
Total Count 98 115 124 169 506
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.09 100.099 100.09
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What was the PRIMARY way that teams were assigned in the classes?

Q03 * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
1Q03 By students or self selected Count 42 59 70 121 292
% within Class 45.2% 51.8% 57.4% 72.5% 58.9%
By instructor without Count 31 38 30 22 121
explanation % within Class 33.3% 33.3% 24.6% 13.294 24.44
By instructor based on Count 7 6 9 11 33
personality or skills % within Class 7.5% 5.3% 7.49 6.6% 6.7
By instructor based on Count 1 5 1 5 12
schedules % within Class 1.19 4.4% 8% 3.09 2.4
By instructor based on both Count 6 4 5 2 17
% within Class 6.5% 3.5% 4.1% 1.29 3.49
Other Count 6 2 7 g 21
% within Class 6.5%) 1.8%) 5.7% 3.6% 4.2%
Total Count 93 114 122 167 494
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09%9
Section 2 — Team Process and Progress
How often did the instructor monitor the teamwork process and team progress?
Q04 * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

1Q04 1 - Never Count 5 5 ¥ 3 2(

% within Class 5.29% 4.4% 5.8% 1.8% 4.09

2 - Almost never Count 23 21 31 43 119

% within Class 24.0% 18.49%9 25.6% 25.7% 23.79

3 - Half of the time Count 39 46 42 57 184

% within Class 40.6% 40.4% 34.7% 34.1% 36.99

4 - Most of the time  Count 26 31 40 50 1479

% within Class 27.1% 27.2% 33.1% 29.9% 29.5%

5 - Always Count 3 11 1 14 29

% within Class 3.1% 9.6% .89 8.4% 5.8

Total Count 96 114 124 167 494

% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.094 100.09%9 100.09




How often did instructor provide guidance or instructions on how team members should work together before

starting the assignment/project?

Q05 * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN  [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
1Q05 1 - Never Count 5 6 5 9 29
% within Class 5.29% 5.49% 4.1% 5.4% 5.094
2 - Almost never Count 19 14 22 40 91
% within Class 19.8% 14.3% 18.0% 24.0% 19.5%
3 - Half of the time Count 34 38 41 47 16(
% within Class 35.4% 33.99% 33.6% 28.1% 32.294
4 - Most of the time  Count 29 41 47 58 179
% within Class 30.2% 36.6%9 38.5% 34.7% 35.24
5 - Always Count 9 11 ¥ 13 4(
% within Class 9.49% 9.8%9 5.7% 7.8% 8.094
Total Count 94 112 122 167 4971
% within Class 100.099 100.09%9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
How often did teamwork assignments have roles (either student assigned or instructor assigned) for team members?
Q06 * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
JQ06 1 - Never Count 9 13 8 11 4]
% within Class 9.49 11.6% 6.6% 6.6%4 8.3
2 - Almost never Count 24 20 29 35 109
% within Class 25.0% 17.9% 24.0% 21.1% 21.8A4
3 - Half of the time Count 30 26 47 56 159
% within Class 31.3% 23.2% 38.8% 33.7% 32.14
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 18 37 21 49 131
% within Class 18.8% 33.0% 22.3% 29.5% 26.59
5 - Always Count 15 14 10 15 54
% within Class 15.6% 14.3% 8.3% 9.094 11.3A4
Total Count 96 112 121 166 494
% within Class 100.0% 100.09%9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%4




If team roles were assigned, how often were responsibilities associated with those roles communicated?

Q07 * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

1Q07 1 - Never Count 7 12 13 19 5]
% within Class 7.5% 11.0% 11.1% 11.9% 10.74

2 - Almost never Count 29 26 21 40 114

% within Class 26.9% 23.9% 23.1% 25.29% 24.74

3 - Half of the time Count 23 217 36 42 124

% within Class 24.7% 24.8% 30.8% 26.49% 26.84

4 - Most of the time  Count 28 29 33 40 13(

% within Class 30.1% 26.6% 28.2% 25.29% 27.24

5 - Always Count 10 15 8 18 51

% within Class 10.8% 13.8% 6.8% 11.3% 10.74

Total Count 93 109 117 159 474
% within Class 100.09%9 100.0%9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

How often did your team focus on a common goal or a single project?
Q08 * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

1Q08 1 - Never Count 2 0 4 1 1
% within Class 2.19% 0% 3.3% .6% 1.494

2 - Almost never Count 3 il 2 1 1

% within Class 3.29% .9% 1.7% .6% 1.49

3 - Half of the time Count 8 24 26 37 99

% within Class 8.5% 21.4% 21.7% 22.6% 19.49

4 - Most of the time  Count 50 40 59 89 234

% within Class 53.2% 35.7% 49.29% 54.3% 48.64

5 - Always Count 31 47 29 36 143
% within Class 33.0% 42.0% 24.2% 22.0% 29.29

Total Count 94 112 120 164 49(
% within Class 100.09%9 100.09%9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%4




How often were you required to evaluate your team members as a component of the team process?

Q09 * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

1Q09 1 - Never Count 5 12 17 9 43
% within Class 5.3% 10.4% 13.9% 5.49% 8.694

2 - Almost never Count 13 18 28 44 109

% within Class 13.7% 15.7% 23.0% 26.5% 20.74

3 - Half of the time Count 25 33 36 57 151

% within Class 26.3% 28.7% 29.5% 34.3% 30.34

4 - Most of the time  Count 33 28 29 33 12

% within Class 34.7% 24.3% 23.8% 19.9% 24.74

5 - Always Count 19 24 12 23 74

% within Class 20.0% 20.9% 9.8% 13.9% 15.74

Total Count 95 115 122 166 494
% within Class 100.09%9 100.0%9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

How often did team members take responsibility for their work and contributions to the team?
Q10 * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

IQ10 1 - Never Count 2 2 4 2 14
% within Class 2.19% 1.8% 3.3% 1.2% 2.094

2 - Almost never Count 7 5 14 13 34

% within Class 7.3% 4.49%9 11.5% 7.99% 7.84

3 - Half of the time Count 17 34 30 50 131

% within Class 17.7% 29.8% 24.6% 30.3% 26.44

4 - Most of the time ~ Count 50 54 61 86 251

% within Class 52.1% 47.49%9 50.0% 52.1% 50.54

5 - Always Count 20 19 13 14 64
% within Class 20.8% 16.7% 10.7% 8.5% 13.34

Total Count 96 114 122 165 497
% within Class 100.099 100.09%9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




How often did members of the team communicate and resolve conflict in a respectful manner?

Q11 * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
Q11 1 - Never Count 1 2 3 1 1
% within Class 1.09% 1.7% 2.5% .6% 1.49
2 - Almost never Count 4 5 9 8 24
% within Class 4.29% 4.3% 7.49% 4.8% 5.24
3 - Half of the time Count 13 22 24 30 89
% within Class 13.5% 19.1% 19.8% 18.1% 17.94
4 - Most of the time  Count 48 55 56 90 244
% within Class 50.0% 47.8% 46.3% 54.2% 50.04
5 - Always Count 30 31 29 37 127
% within Class 31.3% 27.0% 24.0% 22.3% 25.5
Total Count 96 115 121 166 494
% within Class 100.09%9 100.0%9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
How often did all team members of the team participate in decision making with no single team member dominating?
Q12 * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
IQ12 1 - Never Count 3 2 ¥ 4 14
% within Class 3.19% 1.8% 5.8% 2.49% 3.294
2 - Almost never Count 10 14 15 25 64
% within Class 10.4% 12.4% 12.4% 15.0% 12.994
3 - Half of the time Count 27 38 43 56 164
% within Class 28.1% 33.6% 35.5% 33.5% 33.04
4 - Most of the time  Count 40 41 42 69 192
% within Class 41,79 36.3% 34.7% 41.3% 38.64
5 - Always Count 16 18 14 13 61
% within Class 16.7% 15.9% 11.6% 7.8% 12.3A4
Total Count 96 113 121 167 497
% within Class 100.099 100.09%9 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Section 3 — Constructive Teamwork Experiences

I enjoy working on team assignments in my courses at Lawrence
Tech because: Teamwork skills are crucial in my field.

Q13A * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JQ1I3A  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 1 2 1 il 9
% within Class 1.0% 1.8% 8% 6% 1.0%

2 - DISAGREE Count 4 1 2 0 1

% within Class 4.1% 9% 1.6% 0% 1.4%

3-NEUTRAL Count 14 9 16 15 54

% within Class 14.4% 7.9% 13.0% 9.0% 10.8%

4 - AGREE Count 28 38 47 56 169

% within Class 28.9% 33.3% 38.294 33.5% 33.7%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 50 64 57 95 266

% within Class 51.5% 56.1% 46.3% 56.9% 53.1%

Total Count 97 114 123 167 504
% within Class 100.09% 100.0% 100.09% 100.0% 100.09

I was exposed to new methods for interpersonal interaction.
Q13B * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

|Q13B 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 6 7 1 5 29
% within Class 6.2 6.2% 5.7% 3.0% 5.099

2 - DISAGREE Count 13 22 15 14 64

% within Class 13.4% 19.5% 12.3% 8.49% 12.99%9

3-NEUTRAL Count 21 23 39 55 144
% within Class 27.8% 20.4% 32.09% 33.1% 28.994

4 - AGREE Count 36 39 52 72 199
% within Class 37.1% 34.5% 42.6%9 43.49 40.094

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 15 22 9 20 66
% within Class 15.5% 19.5% 7.4% 12.0% 13.39

Total Count 97 113 122 164 499
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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It will help me be a better citizen.

Q13C * Class Crosstabulation

Class
JFRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JO13C  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 5 10 6 8 29
% within Class 5.2% 8.8% 5.0% 4.8% 5.8%

2 - DISAGREE Count 19 13 12 13 41

% within Class 11.5% 11.5%| 9.9% 6.6% 9.5%

3-NEUTRAL Count 23 24 54 62 164

% within Class 24.0% 23.0%) 44.6% 37.1% 33.2%

4 - AGREE Count 34 41 34 62 179

% within Class 37.5% 36.3% 29.8% 37.1% 35.2%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 2] 23 13 24 8]

% within Class 21.9% 20.4%)| 10.7% 14.49% 16.3%

Total Count 94 113 12 167 497
% within Class 100.094 100.0%| 100.094 100.09 100.0%4

I understand myself better by my interaction with other students.
Q13D * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JO13D  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 8 8 7 7 3
% within Class 8.2%4 7.1% 5.8 4.2% 6.194

2 - DISAGREE Count 14 22 7 18 61

% within Class 14.4% 19.6% 5.8 10.8% 12.3%

3-NEUTRAL Count 283 21 53 38 14(

% within Class 28.9% 18.8%) 44.2% 22.9% 28.3%

4 - AGREE Count 3] 40 42 77 194

% within Class 32.0% 35.7%] 35.0% 46.4% 38.4%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 14 2] 11 249 74

% within Class 16.5% 18.8%) 9.2% 15.794 14.99%

Total Count 97 112 120 164 495
% within Class 100.094 100.0%| 100.094 100.09 100.0%
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I recognize the positive outcomes of working cooperatively.

Q13E * Class Crosstabulation

Class
JFRESHMAN  [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
JQI3E  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 3 1 3 1 g
% within Class 3.19% 9% 2.5% 6% 1.6
2 - DISAGREE Count 1 3 5 2 11
% within Class 1.0% 2.7% 4.1% 1.29% 2.294
3-NEUTRAL Count 16 18 13 17 64
% within Class 16.7% 16.1% 10.7% 10.2% 12.994
4 - AGREE Count 44 53 65 95 257
% within Class 45.8% 47.3% 53.7% 57.2% 51.994
5-STRONGLY AGREE Count 32 37 35 51 159
% within Class 33.3% 33.094 28.9% 30.7949 31394
Total Count 96 112 12 166 494
% within Class 100.0% 100.09 100.0% 100.099 100.0%
I have forged close relationships with my team members.
Q13F * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
JQ13F  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 2 6 4 6 18
% within Class 2.1% 5.3% 3.3% 3.6% 3.6%
2 - DISAGREE Count 18 12 15 19 64
% within Class 18.6% 10.6% 12.3% 11.5% 12.9%
3-NEUTRAL Count 29 40, 47, 61 177
% within Class 29.9% 35.4% 38.5% 37.0% 35.6%
4 - AGREE Count 33 32 38 56 159
% within Class 34.0% 28.3% 31.1% 33.9% 32.09
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 15 23 18 23 79
% within Class 15.5% 20.4% 14.8% 13.9% 15.9%
Total Count 97 113 122 165 497
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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| feel safe and supported in a team environment.

Q13G * Class Crosstabulation

Class
IFRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

1Q13G 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 4 5 5 g 2(
% within Class 4.1% 4.4% 4.1% 3.6 4.09

2 - DISAGREE Count 9 14 14 11 5(

% within Class 9.3% 12.4% 13.2% 6.6% 10.0%

3-NEUTRAL Count 39 34 40 72 189

% within Class 36.194 31.9% 38.09%4 43.194 38.09

4 - AGREE Count 34 43 42 56 175

% within Class 35.19 38.1%) 34.79% 33.59% 35.1%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 19 19 12 22 64

% within Class 15.5% 13.3% 9.99% 13.2% 12.9%

Total Count 97 113 121 167 498
% within Class 100.0% 100.0%) 100.0% 100.0% 100.09

It is clear to me why working on teams is critical to my education.
Q13H * Class Crosstabulation
Class
IFRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JQ13H 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 4 5 2 il 13
% within Class 4.1% 4.4% 1.7% .6% 2.4%

2 - DISAGREE Count 7 6 6 5 24

% within Class 7.2% 5.3% 5.099 3.09 4.89

3-NEUTRAL Count 19 20 22 21 74

% within Class 15.5% 17.7% 18.2% 12.7% 15.7%

4 - AGREE Count 45 41 56 80 223

% within Class 46.4% 36.3%) 46.3% 48.2% 44.7%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 26 41 35 59 161

% within Class 26.8% 36.3% 28.9% 35.5% 32.49

Total Count 97 113 121 166 497
% within Class 100.094 100.0% 100.099 100.0% 100.0%




Section 4 — Negative Teamwork Experiences

The negative aspects with teamwork at Lawrence
Tech are: Competition within group for better grades.

Q14A * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JQ14A  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 22 15 17 18 73
% within Class 22.7% 13.094 13.7% 10.7% 14.3%

2 - DISAGREE Count 32 43 43 63 181

% within Class 33.0% 37.4%9 34.7% 37.5% 35.9%

3-NEUTRAL Count 22 36 49 51 154

% within Class 22.7% 31.3% 36.3% 30.4% 30.6%

4 - AGREE Count 15 14 13 31 79

% within Class 15.5% 13.9% 10.5% 18.5% 14.9%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 6 5 6 5 vy

% within Class 6.2% 4.3% 4.8% 3.0% 4.4%

Total Count 97 114 124 168 504
% within Class 100.09%9 100.0% 100.09%9 100.0% 100.0%

Personal ego of team members dominates over cooperation.
Q14B * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

|Q14B 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 12 9 4 6 3]
% within Class 12.4% 7.8% 3.2 3.699 6.294

2 - DISAGREE Count 21 37 33 48 149
% within Class 27.8% 32.2% 26.6% 28.6% 28.894

3-NEUTRAL Count 30 38 43 46 164
% within Class 30.9% 33.0% 38.7%4 27.4% 32.194

4 - AGREE Count 21 19 31 54 129
% within Class 21.6% 16.5% 25.09% 32.1% 24.894

5-STRONGLY AGREE Count 1 12 8 14 41
% within Class 7.2 10.4% 6.5% 8.3 8.19%4

Total Count 97 119 124 168 504
% within Class 100.0% 100.094 100.0% 100.0%4 100.0%4




Focus on the problem-solving outcome only and not the educational experience.

Q14C * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JQ14C  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 6 6 2 4 14
% within Class 6.294 5.3% 1.6% 2.49 3.694

2 - DISAGREE Count 14 28 26 34 104

% within Class 16.5% 24.6%) 21.0% 20.49% 20.79%

3-NEUTRAL Count 34 40 57 64 191

% within Class 35.1% 35.1% 46.0% 38.3% 38.8%

4 - AGREE Count 31 29 30 53 143

% within Class 32.0% 25.4% 24.2% 31.79 28.5%

5-STRONGLY AGREE Count 10 11 9 12 42

% within Class 10.3% 9.6% 7.3% 7.294 8.49

Total Count 97 114 124 167 502
% within Class 100.09 100.0% 100.09 100.0% 100.0%

Lack of bonding with team members.
Q14D * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

Q14D  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 8 7 8 g 28
% within Class 8.294 6.1% 6.5% 3.094 5.694

2 - DISAGREE Count 29 35 41 47 157

% within Class 29.9% 30.7% 33.3% 28.194 30.3%

3-NEUTRAL Count 33 39 44 67 183

% within Class 34.0% 34.2% 35.8%4 40.19 36.5%

4 - AGREE Count 20 24 24 41 109

% within Class 20.6% 21.1%| 19.5% 24.6% 21.8%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 7 9 6 1 29

% within Class 7.29% 7.9% 4.9% 4.29 5.8%

Total Count 97 114 123 167 501
% within Class 100.094 100.0% 100.099 100.0%4 100.0%




Inability to schedule meeting times.

Q14E * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
JQ14E  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 4 7 2 5 1§
% within Class 4.2% 6.294 1.6% 3.09 3.694
2 - DISAGREE Count 17 20 27 31 95
% within Class 17.7% 17.7% 21.8% 18.6% 19.04
3-NEUTRAL Count 27 30 32 40 124
% within Class 28.1% 26.5% 25.8% 24.0% 25.84
4 - AGREE Count 27 39 47 67 18(
% within Class 28.1% 34.5% 37.9% 40.1949 36.04
5-STRONGLY AGREE Count 21 17 16 24 74
% within Class 21.9% 15.0% 12.9% 14.4% 15.64
Total Count 96 113 124 167 500
% within Class 100.0% 100.09 100.0% 100.099 100.0%
Teamwork requires too much effort and time and is not productive.
Q14F * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
JQ14F  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 14 13 9 21 57
% within Class 14.4%, 11.5% 7.3%, 12.7%) 11.4%
2 - DISAGREE Count 36 35 47 55 173
% within Class 37.1% 31.0% 37.9% 33.1% 34.6%
3-NEUTRAL Count 26 30 37 54 147
% within Class 26.8% 26.5% 29.8% 32.5% 29.49
4 - AGREE Count 15 22 20 24 8l
% within Class 15.5% 19.5% 16.1% 14.5% 16.2%
5-STRONGLY AGREE Count 6 13 11 12 42
% within Class 6.2%) 11.5% 8.9% 7.2%) 8.4%
Total Count 97 113 124 166 500
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Difficulty in determining individual or group roles and responsibilities.

Q14G * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JQ14G  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 12 8 7 8 35
% within Class 12.4% 7.0% 5.6%4 4.8% 6.99%

2 - DISAGREE Count 32 32 41 54 159

% within Class 33.0% 27.8% 33.1% 32.19 31.59%

3-NEUTRAL Count 37 42 49 57 184

% within Class 38.1% 36.5% 39.5% 33.99 36.79

4 - AGREE Count 10 25 21 42 94

% within Class 10.3% 21.7%) 16.9% 25.09 19.4%

5-STRONGLY AGREE Count 6 8 6 7 21

% within Class 6.29%4 7.0% 4.8% 4.2% 5.49%

Total Count 97 115 124 168 504
% within Class 100.09 100.0% 100.09 100.0% 100.0%




Section 5 — Background Teamwork Information

When considering my overall teamwork experiences in courses at Lawrence Tech, | consider my grades on assignments that
require teamwork to be:

Q15 * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

IQ15 1 - Mixed opinion Count 5 3 2 4 14

% within Class 5.2% 2.6% 1.6% 2.4% 2.8%

2 - Lower than deserved Count 14 21 19 24 74

% within Class 14.49% 18.3% 15.3%4 14.2% 15.49%

3 - Fair Count 74 86 95 135 39

% within Class 76.3% 74.8% 76.6%4 79.9% 77.2%

4 - Higher than deserved Count 4 5 8 6 23

% within Class 4.1% 4.3% 6.5% 3.6% 4.6%

Total Count 97 115 124 169 501

% within Class 100.0%4 100.0%9 100.09 100.0% 100.0%4

Overall, your teamwork experiences in courses at Lawrence Tech would best be described as:
Q16 * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

1Q16 1 - Very detrimental Count 2 3 4 3 12
% within Class 2.1% 2.6% 3.3% 1.8% 2.49%
2 - Detrimental Count 8 8 11 11 38
% within Class 8.2% 7.0% 9.0% 6.5% 7.5%
3 - Neutral Count 22 26 25 31 104
% within Class 22.7% 22.6% 20.5% 18.2% 20.6%
4 - Beneficial but not Count 46 56 61 88 251
necessary % within Class 47.4% 48.7% 50.0% 51.8% 49.8%
5 - Necessary Count 19 22 21 37 9
% within Class 19.6% 19.1% 17.2%| 21.8% 19.6%4
Total Count 97 115 122 170 504
% within Class 100.0%) 100.0%) 100.0%, 100.0%j 100.0%




Your teamwork experiences at Lawrence Tech, with respect to your education, would best be described as:

Q17 * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
JFRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

|Q17 1 - Very negative Count 2 3 4 3 12
% within Class 2.19% 2.694 3.3% 1.8% 2.49

2 - Somewhat negative Count 8 8 11 11 33

% within Class 8.2% 7.0% 9.0%, 6.5% 7.5%

3 - Neutral Count 22 26 25 31 104

% within Class 22.7% 22.6% 20.5% 18.2% 20.6%

4 - Somewhat positive Count 46 56 61 8§ 251

% within Class 47.4% 48.7% 50.0% 51.8% 49.894

5 - Very positive Count 19 22 21 37 99

% within Class 19.6% 19.1% 17.2% 21.8% 19.6%

Total Count 97 115 122 170 504
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.09

Have you engaged in teamwork as part of a student organization, student group or an enrichment opportunity outside of class?

Q18 * Class Crosstabulation

Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

JQ18 1-No Count 47 53 62 62 224
% within Class 48.5% 47.7%] 50.4% 36.5% 44.7%

2-Yes Count 50 58 61 108 271

% within Class 51.5% 52.3% 49.6% 63.5% 55.3%

Total Count 97 111 123 170 501
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




If you answered yes, how often would you describe the teamwork experience as positive?

Q19 * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

IQ19 1 - Never Count 1 0 0 2 3

% within Class 1.99% 0% 0% 1.7% 1.094

2 - Almost never Count 0 il 3 2 g

% within Class .0% 1.6% 4.6% 1.7% 2.094

3 - Half of the time Count 11 15 10 18 54

% within Class 20.8% 23.4% 15.4% 15.7% 18.299

4 - Most of the time  Count 27 32 44 71 174

% within Class 50.9% 50.0% 67.7% 61.7% 58.6%

5 - Always Count 14 16 8 22 6(

% within Class 26.4% 25.0% 12.3% 19.1% 20.2A4

Total Count 53 64 65 115 2971

% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.094 100.09%9 100.09

If you answered yes, your teamwork experiences outside of class at Lawrence Tech, with respect to your education, would
best be described as:
Q20 * Class Crosstabulation
Class

[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
1Q20 2 - Detrimental Count 0 1 1 5 7
% within Class .0% 1.6% 1.6%| 4.4% 2.4%
3 - Neutral Count 15 10| 13 16| 54
% within Class 28.8% 16.1% 20.6% 14.2% 18.6%
4 - Beneficial but not Count 26 30 27 48 134
necessary % within Class 50.0% 48.4% 42.9% 42.5% 45.29
5 - Necessary Count 11 21 22 44 98
% within Class 21.2% 33.9% 34.9%| 38.9% 33.894
Total Count 52 62 63 113 290
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Section 6 — Demographics

Age * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

Age 8 Count 0] 1 0 0 il |
% within Class .09 .89 .09 .09 .29

15  Count 0 0 1 q il |
% within Class .09 .09 .89 .09 .29

16  Count 2 1 0 q 3
% within Class 2.0% 8% 0% 0% 6%

17  Count 0 0 0 1 il |
% within Class .09 .09 .09 .69 .29

18  Count 36 0 0 q 36
% within Class 36.4% 0% 0% 0% 7.19

19  Count 40 21 2 a 63
% within Class 40.4% 17.8% 1.6% 0% 12.5%

20  Count 3 29 24 1 51
% within Class 3.0% 24.6% 19.5% 6% 11.3%

21 Count 3 18 26 29 76
% within Class 3.0% 15.3% 21.1% 17.6% 15.0%

22 Count 3 11 17 41 72
% within Class 3.0% 9.3% 13.8% 24.8% 14.3%

23 Count 2 8 18 26 54
% within Class 2.0% 6.8%4 14.6% 15.8% 10.7%

24 Count 1 2 7 14 24
% within Class 1.0% 1.79% 5.79% 8.5% 4.8%

25  Count 0 7 7 8 22
% within Class 0% 5.99% 5.7% 4.8% 4.49%9

26 Count 0 3 1 6 1
% within Class 0% 2.59 8% 3.6% 2.094

27 Count 2 3 4 5 14
% within Class 2.0% 2.59 3.3% 3.0%9 2.8%

28  Count 0 2 5 2 g
% within Class 0% 1.79% 4.1% 1.2% 1.8%

29 Count 1 1 0 3 g
% within Class 1.0% 8% 0% 1.8% 1.0%

30  Count 0 2 1 4 ¥
% within Class 0% 1.7% 8% 2.49% 1.4%

31  Count 1 2 4 4 11
% within Class 1.0% 1.7% 3.3% 2.49% 2.29

32 Count 1 1 0 2 4
% within Class 1.0% 8% 0% 1.2% .8%

33  Count 0 2 2 1 5




% within Class 0% 1.7% 1.6% 6% 1.0%

34 Count 0 0 0 3 3
% within Class 0% .0% 0% 1.8% .6%

35  Count 0 0 0 2 2
% within Class 0% 0% 0% 1.2% A%

36  Count 1 0 1 0 2
% within Class 1.0% 0% 8% 0% A%

37  Count 0 0 0 1 il |
% within Class .0% 0% .0% .6% .29

38  Count 0 0 0 3 3
% within Class 0% .0% 0% 1.8% 6%

39  Count 1 0 0 0 il |
% within Class 1.0% 0% .0% 0% 2%

41 Count 0 0 0 2 2
% within Class 0% 0% .0% 1.2% A%

42 Count 0 0 1 0 il |
% within Class 0% 0% .8% .0% .29

43 Count 0 0 0 1 il |
% within Class 0% 0% .0% .6% .29

44 Count 0 1 0 0 il |
% within Class 0% 8% .0% .0% .29

45  Count 1 0 0 2 3
% within Class 1.0% .0% 0% 1.2% 6%

46  Count 0 1 0 0 il |
% within Class 0%, .8% .0% .0% 2%

49 Count 0 0 0 2 2
% within Class 0% 0% 0% 1.2% AU

50  Count 1 0 0 0 il |
% within Class 1.0%] 0% 0% .0% .29

51 Count 0 0 0 1 il |
% within Class .0% 0% .0% .6% .29

53  Count 0 0 0 1 il |
% within Class .0% 0% .0% .6% .29

55  Count 0 0 2 0 2
% within Class 0% .0% 1.6% .0% A%

56  Count 0 1 0 0 il |
% within Class 0% 8% 0% .0% 2%

59 Count 0 1 0 0 il |
% within Class 0%, .8% .0% .0% 2%

Total Count 99 118 123 165 504
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Gender * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

IGender 1-FEMALE Count 26 28 23 41 118

% within Class 25.5% 22.8% 18.4% 24.3% 22.7%

2 - MALE Count 76 95 102 128 409

% within Class 74.5% 77.2% 81.6% 75.7% 77.3%

Total Count 102 123 125 169 519

% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Major * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

[Major ARCHITECTURE & DESIGN Count 19 48 32 44 149
% within Class 20.0% 43.2% 27.4% 29.7% 30.3%
ARTS & SCIENCES Count 19 16 24 22 8l
% within Class 20.0% 14.4% 20.5%, 14.29%4 16.99%
ENGINEERING Count 56 46 52 73 2217
% within Class 58.9% 41.4% 44.4% 47.19 47.59%
MANAGEMENT Count 1 1 9 14 25
% within Class 1.1% 9% 7.7% 9.0% 5.2%
Total Count 95 111 117 159 478
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%




GPA * Class Crosstabulation
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Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

IGPA 0 Count 1 0 0 0 il |
% within Class 1.1% 0% 0% 0% 2%

2 Count 0] 1 0 0 il |
% within Class .0% .99 .09 .09 29

4 Count 3 2 0 0 g
% within Class 3.2% 1.8% 0% 0% 1.0%

5 Count 0] 1 0 0 il |
% within Class .0% .99 .09 .09 29

8 Count 0 1 0 0 il |
% within Class 0% .99 .09 .09 29

9 Count 1 0 0 (g il |
% within Class 1.1% 0% 0% 0% 2%

1.4 Count 0 0 0 1 il |
% within Class .0% .09 .09 .69 29

1.9 Count 2 4 0 0 6
% within Class 2.1% 3.5% 0% 0% 1.2%

2.0 Count 0 4 2 3 g
% within Class 0% 3.5% 1.7% 1.9% 1.8%

21 Count 0 1 2 0 3
% within Class 0% 9% 1.7% 0% 6%

2.2 Count 2 0 6 1 g
% within Class 2.1% 0% 5.1% .6% 1.8%

2.3 Count 2 1 1 0 4
% within Class 2.1% 9% 8% 0% 8%

24 Count 0 1 2 1 4
% within Class 0% 9% 1.7% .6% 8%

25 Count 4 1 3 12 2
% within Class 4.2% 9% 2.5% 7.5% 4.1%9

2.6 Count 0 2 3 5 14
% within Class 0% 1.8% 2.5% 3.19% 2.19%

2.7 Count 2 3] 3 6 14
% within Class 2.1% 2.7% 2.5% 3.7% 2.99%

2.8 Count 2 3 2 7 14
% within Class 2.1% 2.7% 1.7% 4.3% 2.99%

2.9 Count 5 5 6 11 21
% within Class 5.3% 4.4% 5.1% 6.8% 5.5%

3.0 Count 7 17| 14 18 54
% within Class 7.4% 15.0% 11.9% 11.2% 11.59%

3.1 Count 6 5 5 8 24
% within Class 6.3% 4.4% 4.2% 5.0% 4.9%

3.2 Count 5 6 9 12 32




% within Class 5.3% 5.3% 7.6% 7.5% 6.6%4

3.3 Count 6] 10 9 10 35

% within Class 6.3% 8.8% 7.6% 6.2% 7.29

34 Count 8 3 9 15 35

% within Class 8.4% 2.7%] 7.6%) 9.3% 7.2%

35 Count 6 19 7 14 42

% within Class 6.3%) 13.3% 5.9% 8.7% 8.6%

3.6 Count 5 6 6 8 25

% within Class 5.3% 5.3% 5.1% 5.0% 5.1%

3.7 Count 8| 5 9 10 32

% within Class 8.4% 4.4%, 7.6% 6.2% 6.6%4

3.8 Count 10 8 8 15 41

% within Class 10.5% 7.1% 6.8% 9.3% 8.4%

3.9 Count 6] 2 10 4 22

% within Class 6.3% 1.8% 8.5% 2.5% 4.59%

4.0 Count 4 4 2 0 10

% within Class 4.2% 3.5% 1.7% 0% 2.19

4.2 Count 0 1 0 0 il |

% within Class 0% 9% .0%] 0% 2%

4.4 Count 0 1 0 0 il |

% within Class 0% 9% 0% 0% 2%

Total Count 95 113 118 161 487

% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Black * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
IBlack 1-NO Count 100 114 120 164 502
% within Class 97.1% 94.3% 95.2% 97.1% 96.09
2-YES Count 3 1 6 5 2]
% within Class 2.9% 5.7% 4.8% 2.9% 4.09
Total Count 103 123 126 179 523
% within Class 100.0%4 100.094 100.0%4 100.0% 100.0%
Asian * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

Asian 1-NO Count 98 112 111 154 479
% within Class 95.1% 91.1% 88.1% 90.1% 90.8%4
2-YES Count 5 11 15 17 49
% within Class 4.99% 8.99% 11.9% 9.99% 9.24
Total Count 103 123 126 171 523
% within Class 100.09%9 100.0% 100.099 100.0% 100.09
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Hispanic * Class Crosstabulation

Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
[Hispanic 1-NO Count 90 110 113 155 464
% within Class 87.4% 89.4% 89.79 90.6% 89.59
2-YES Count 13 13 13 16 55
% within Class 12.6% 10.6% 10.3% 9.4% 10.59
Total Count 103 123 124 171 523
% within Class 100.099 100.0% 100.099 100.0% 100.09
Native * Class Crosstabulation
Class
[FRESHMAN  |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

INative 1-NO  Count 102 120 122 166 510

% within Class 99.0% 97.6% 96.8% 97.1% 97.5%

2-YES Count 1 3 4 5 13

% within Class 1.0% 2.4% 3.2% 2.9% 2.5%

Total Count 103 123 126 171 523

% within Class 100.099 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%4

White * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total

White 1-NO  Count 22 21 31 32 106

% within Class 21.49% 17.1% 24.6% 18.7% 20.34

2-YES Count 81 102 95 139 417

% within Class 78.6% 82.9% 75.49% 81.3% 79.74

Total Count 103 123 126 171 523

% within Class 100.0% 100.094 100.0% 100.094 100.094
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How would you categorize the time of your course selection?

Q21G * Class Crosstabulation

Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
021G  1- MAJORITY BEFORE 5 Count 50 50 45 34 179
PM % within Class 48.5% 41.0% 36.0% 20.0% 34.49
2 - MAJORITY AFTER5PM Count 17 31 41 67 156
% within Class 16.5% 25.4% 32.8% 39.4% 30.09
3-EVEN DISTRIBUTION Count 36 41 39 69 184
% within Class 35.09 33.6% 31.2% 40.6%9 35.69
Total Count 103 122 125 170 52(
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.099 100.0%
Did you transfer into Lawrence Tech from another school?
Q21H * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN |SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
JQ21H 1-NO Count 86 63 56 93 299
% within Class 83.5% 52.1% 44.4% 55.79 57.6%
2 - TRANSFERED FROM 2-  Count 12 40 52 55 159
YEAR COLLEGE % within Class 11.7% 33.1% 41.3% 32.9% 30.8%
3 - TRANSFERRED FROM  Count 5 18 18 19 60
4-YEAR COLLEGE % within Class 4.9% 14.9% 14.3% 11.494 11.69
Total Count 103 121 126 167 517
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.09 100.0%4
If you transferred into Lawrence Tech from another school, approximately how many hours did you transfer?
Q211 * Class Crosstabulation
Class
JFRESHMAN [SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR Total
1Q211 1-1TO 14 HOURS Count 10 11 13 17 51
% within Class 58.8% 18.6% 18.3% 21.5% 22.69
2-15TO 29 HOURS Count 4 25 20 20 69
% within Class 23.5% 42.4% 28.2% 25.3% 30.5%
3-30TO 59 HOURS Count 2 19 34 27 82
% within Class 11.8% 32.2% 47.9% 34.29 36.3%
4 - MORE THAN 60 HOURS  Count 1 4 4 15 24
% within Class 5.9% 6.8% 5.6% 19.0% 10.6%
Total Count 17 59 71 79 224
% within Class 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Assessment of Teamwork over Time: Full Sample, 2006 vs. 2010
Report Summary:

This report contains descriptive crosstabulations of responses to teamwork survey
questions by year of survey administration (2006 and 2010). For questions with quasi-
continuous (Likert-like scales) response categories, an independent samples t-test was
performed to compare mean responses in 2006 against those collected in 2010. For
questions with categorical response categories, a Mann-Whitney test was performed to
determine whether the distribution of responses to a question in 2006 were different from
the distribution of responses to the same question in 2010. A summary of those statistical
tests follows.

With regard to positive outcomes, the full sample of students reported that they took
more courses with a teamwork component, that students evaluated team members one
another more often, that students resolved conflict more respectfully, that egos
dominate less in 2010 compared to 2006.

With regard to negative outcomes, the full sample of students reported that teams focused
less on common goals and that teamwork assignments were less necessary in 2010
compared to 2006.

Summary of statistical tests:

Question Significant? Statistical Test
Q1. During your time at Lawrence Tech, in how many courses Independent samples
have you worked on a team? p<.001 |t test

Independent samples t-
Q2. What is the AVERAGE length of these team assignments?  [Not test
Q3. What was the PRIMARY way that teams were assigned )
in the classes? Not Mann-Whitney
Q4. How often did the instructor monitor the teamwork Independent samples
process and team progress? Not t- test
Q5. How often did instructor provide guidance or instructions on
how Independent samples
team members should work together before starting Not t- test
the assignment/project?
Q6. If team roles were assigned, how often were Independent samples
responsibilities associated with those roles communicated? Not t- test
Q7. How often did your team focus on a common goal or a Independent samples
single project? p<.001 |t test
Q8. How often did your team focus on a common goal or a Independent samples
single project? Not t- test
Q9. How often were you required to evaluate your team Independent samples

members as a component of the team process? p <.001 t- test
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Q10. How often did team members take responsibility for their

Independent samples

teamwork to be...

work and contributions to the team? Not t- test
Q11. How often did members of the team communicate and Independent samples
resolve conflict in a respectful manner? p<.01 t- test
Q12. How often did all team members of the team Independent samples
participate in decision making with no single team member Not t- test
dominating?
I enjoy working on team assignments in my courses at
Lawrence Tech because, Not

Independent samples t-
Q13A. Teamwork skills are crucial in my field. Not test

Independent samples t-
Q13B. | was exposed to new methods for interpersonal Not test
interaction.

Independent samples t-
Q13C. It will help me be a better citizen. Not test
Q13D. I understand myself better by my interaction with Independent samples
other students. Not t- test

Independent samples t-
Q13E. I recognize the positive outcomes of working Not test
cooperatively.

Independent samples t-
Q13F. I have forged close relationships with my team members. |Not test

Independent samples t-
Q13G. | feel safe and supported in a team environment. Not test
Q13H. Itis clear to me why working on teams is critical Independent samples
to my education. Not t- test
The negative aspects with teamwork at Lawrence Tech are... Not

Independent samples t-
Q14A. Competition within group for better grades. Not test

Independent samples t-
Q14B. Personal ego of team members dominates over p<.01 test
cooperation.
Q14C. Focus on the problem solving outcome only and Independent samples
not the educational experience. Not t- test

Independent samples t-
Q14D. Lack of bonding with team members. Not test

Independent samples t-
Q14E. Inability to schedule meeting times. Not test
Q14F. Teamwork requires too much effort and time and Independent samples
is not productive. Not t- test
Q14G. Difficulty in determining individual or group roles Independent samples
and responsibilities. Not t- test
Q15. When considering my overall teamwork
experiences at Lawrence Tech, | consider my grades for Not Mann-Whitney
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Q16. Your experience in teamwork assignments in courses at
Lawrence Tech, with respect to your education would be

described as... Not Mann-Whitney

Q17. Overall, your team experiences in courses at Lawrence Independent samples
Tech would be described as... Not t- test

Q18. Have you engaged in teamwork as part of a student

organization, student group, or an enrichment opportunity )

outside of Not Mann-Whitney
class?

Q19. If you answered yes to question #18, how often would Independent samples
you describe the teamwork experience as positive? Not t- test

Q20. If you answered yes to question #18, your teamwork

experiences outside of class at Lawrence Tech, with respect to )

your education would be described as... Not Mann-Whitney




Q1. During your time at Lawrence Tech, in how many courses have you worked on a team?

Q01 * Year Crosstabulation

p-value: .001

Year
2006 2010 Total

joo1 0 Count 34 19 53
% within Year 5.2% 3.6% 4.5%

1to2 Count 132 86 218

% within Year 20.1% 16.5% 18.5%

3to5 Count 277 198 479

% within Year 42.2%] 37.9% 40.3%

6to 10 Count 149 145 294

% within Year 22.7%, 27.8% 24.99

11 ormore  Count 69 74 139

% within Year 9.9% 14.2% 11.8%

Total Count 657 522 1179
% within Year 100.0% 100.09%9 100.099

Group Statistics

Y ear

N Mean

Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

loo1

2006

2010

657

522

3.12 1.009

3.32 1.026

.039

.045
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Q2. What is the AVERAGE length of these team assignments?

Q02 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ02 <1 week Count 58 124
% within Year 10.6% 11.5% 11.0%
1 to 3 weeks Count 343 301 644
% within Year 55.09% 59.5% 57.0%
4 t0 6 weeks Count 133 75 209
% within Year 21.3% 14.8% 18.4%
7 to 9 weeks Count 39 74
% within Year 5.6% 7.7%9 6.5%
10 to 12 weeks Count 17 36
% within Year 3.0 3.49%9 3.29
13to 15weeks  Count 16 44
% within Year 4.5% 3.29 3.99
Total Count 624 504 1134
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
]Q02 2006 624 2.49 1.139 .044
2010 504 2.42 1.100 .049

t-test p-value : .262
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Q3. What was the PRIMARY way that teams were assigned in the classes?

Q03 * Year Crosstabulation

Mann-Whitney Ranks

p-value: .083

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ03 By students or self selected Count 391 292 683
% within Year 63.4% 58.9% 61.4%
By instructor without Count 149 121 270
explanation % within Year 24.1% 24,494 24.3%
By instructor based on Count 26 33 59
personality or skills % within Year 4.29% 6.7% 5.3%
By instructor based on Count 7 12 19
schedules % within Year 1.1% 2.4 1.7%
By instructor based on both Count 17 17 34
% within Year 2.8% 3.49 3.19
Other Count 27 2] 49
% within Year 4.4% 4.2%9 4.3%
Total Count 617 496 1113
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%9
Year N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
joo3 2006 617 543.97 335631.5(
2010 496 573.20 284309.5(
Total 1113
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Section 2:

Q4. How often did the instructor monitor the teamwork process and team progress?

Q04 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .129

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ04 1 - Never Count 23 20 43
% within Year 3.79% 4.0% 3.8%
2 - Almost never Count 123 118 243
% within Year 19.7% 23.7% 21.5%
3 - Half of the time Count 233 184 417
% within Year 37.3% 36.9% 37.1%
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 210 147 357
% within Year 33.6% 29.5% 31.8%
5 - Always Count 36 29 65
% within Year 5.8% 5.8% 5.8%
Total Count 625 498 1123
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
joo4 2006 625 3.18 .938 .038
2010 498 3.09 .958 .043
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Q5. How often did instructor provide guidance or instructions on how team members
should work together before starting the assignment/project?

Q05 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .629

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ05 1 - Never Count 34 29 59
% within Year 5.49% 5.0% 5.3%
2 - Almost never Count 109 97 204
% within Year 17.5% 19.5% 18.4%
3 - Half of the time Count 204 160 364
% within Year 32.7% 32.2% 32.5%
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 223 174 399
% within Year 35.7% 35.2% 35.5%
5 - Always Count 54 40 94
% within Year 8.7% 8.0% 8.4%
Total Count 624 497 1121
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
jQ05 2006 624 3.25 1.018 044
2010 497 3.22 1.013 .049
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Q6. If team roles were assigned, how often were responsibilities associated with those roles

communicated?

Q06 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .505

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ06 1 - Never Count 60 41 101
% within Year 9.79% 8.3% 9.19%
2 - Almost never Count 149 108 259
% within Year 24.1% 21.8% 23.1%
3 - Half of the time Count 157 159 314
% within Year 25.4% 32.1% 28.4%
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 197 131 32
% within Year 31.9% 26.5% 29.5%
5 - Always Count 55 56 111
% within Year 8.9% 11.3% 10.0%
Total Count 618 495 1113
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Qo6 2006 618 3.0 1.141] .046
2010 495 3.1 1.121] .050
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Q7. How often did your team focus on a common goal or a single project?

Q07 * Year Crosstabulation

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ07 1 - Never Count 39 5] 9(
% within Year 6.5% 10.7% 8.4%
2 - Almost never Count 67 118 189
% within Year 11.2% 24.7% 17.2%
3 - Half of the time Count 191 128 319
% within Year 31.9% 26.8% 29.6%
4 - Most of the time  Count 250 130 38(
% within Year 41.79%9 27.2% 35.3%
5 - Always Count 52 51 103
% within Year 8.79% 10.7% 9.694
Total Count 599 478 1071
% within Year 100.0% 100.099 100.0%
Group Statistics
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
joo7 2006 599 3.35 1.008 044
2010 478 3.03 1.172 .054

p-value: <.001
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Q8. How often did your team focus on a common goal or a single project?

Q08 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .858

Year
2006 2010 Total
]Q08 1 - Never Count 6 1 13
% within Year 1.0% 1.4% 1.2%
2 - Almost never Count 15 1 22
% within Year 2.49%9 1.49%9 2.09
3 - Half of the time Count 114 95 20
% within Year 18.4% 19.4% 18.8%
4 - Most of the time  Count 312 238 55(
% within Year 50.3% 48.6%9 49.59%
5 - Always Count 173 143 314
% within Year 27.9% 29.2% 28.5%
Total Count 620 490 1114
% within Year 100.0% 100.099 100.0%
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
joos 2006 620 4.02 .805 .032
2010 490 4.03 .820 .037
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Q9. How often were you required to evaluate your team members as a component of the team

process?

Q09 * Year Crosstabulation

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ09 1 - Never Count 83 43 124
% within Year 13.4% 8.699 11.3%
2 - Almost never Count 19 103 294
% within Year 30.8% 20.7% 26.3%
3 - Half of the time Count 170 151 321
% within Year 27.4% 30.3% 28.7%
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 131 123 254
% within Year 21.1% 2479 22.7%
5 - Always Count 45 78 123
% within Year 7.3% 15.79%4 11.09%
Total Count 620 498 1114
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Group Statistics
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
jQo9 2006 620 2.7 1.140 .046
2010 498 3.18 1.181] .053

p-value: <.001
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Q10. How often did team members take responsibility for their work and contributions

to the team?

Q10 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .101

Year
2006 2010 Total
]Q10 1 - Never Count 8 10 18
% within Year 1.3% 2.0% 1.6%
2 - Almost never Count 51 39 9(q
% within Year 8.29% 7.8% 8.094
3 - Half of the time Count 207) 133 334
% within Year 33.1% 26.4% 30.1%
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 296 251 541
% within Year 47.49 50.5% 48.8%
5 - Always Count 63 66 124
% within Year 10.1% 13.3% 11.5%
Total Count 625 497 1122
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
IQ10 2006 625 3.57 .830 .033
2010 497 3.69 .878 .039
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Q11. How often did members of the team communicate and resolve conflict in a respectful

manner?

Q11 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .005

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ11 1 - Never Count 13 1 2(]
% within Year 2.19% 1.4% 1.8%
2 - Almost never Count 41 24 61
% within Year 6.6% 5.29% 6.094
3 - Half of the time Count 130 89 214
% within Year 20.9% 17.9% 19.6%
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 324 249 573
% within Year 52.1% 50.0% 51.2%
5 - Always Count 114 127 241
% within Year 18.3% 25.5% 21.5%
Total Count 622 498 1120
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
jo11 2006 622 3.78 .893 .036
2010 498 3.93 .875 .039
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Q12. How often did all team members of the team participate in decision making with no

single team member dominating?

Q12 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .247

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ12 1 - Never Count 24 14 4(
% within Year 3.99% 3.29 3.694
2 - Almost never Count 79 64 143
% within Year 12.8% 12.9% 12.8%
3 - Half of the time Count 206 164 374
% within Year 33.3% 33.0% 33.2%
4 - Most of the time ~ Count 261 192 453
% within Year 42.2% 38.6% 40.6%
5 - Always Count 48 61 104
% within Year 7.8%4 12.3% 9.8%
Total Count 618 497 1115
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Q12 2006 618 3.37 .938 .038
2010 497 3.44 972 .044
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Section 3:

| enjoy working on team assignments in my courses at Lawrence Tech because,
Q13A. Teamwork skills are crucial in my field.

Q13A * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .731

Year
2006 Total

IQ13A  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 4 5 9
% within Year % 1.0% .89

2 - DISAGREE Count q 1 13

% within Year 1.09 1.4% 1.29

3-NEUTRAL Count 59 54 113

% within Year 9.5% 10.8% 10.09

4 - AGREE Count 254 169 423

% within Year 40.79 33.7% 37.69

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 303 266 561

% within Year 48.294 53.1% 50.49

Total Count 624 501 1124
% within Year 100.094 100.0% 100.09

Y ear

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

lo13a 2006

2010

624

501

4.35

4.37,

743

.808

.030

.034
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Q13B. I was exposed to new methods for interpersonal interaction.

Q13B * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .728

Year
2006 2010 Total

1Q13B 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 24 25 49
% within Year 3.9% 5.0% 4.49

2 - DISAGREE Count 70 64 134

% within Year 11.3% 12.9% 12.09

3-NEUTRAL Count 217 144 361

% within Year 34.9% 28.9% 32.29

4 - AGREE Count 244 199 449

% within Year 39.59% 40.099 39.79
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 69 66 131

% within Year 10.5% 13.3% 11.79
Total Count 622 4983 1124
% within Year 100.094 100.0% 100.09

Y ear

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

lo13s 2006

2010

622

498

3.41

3.44

.954

1.035

.03§

.044
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Q13C. It will help me be a better citizen.

Q13C * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .170

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ13C 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 31 29 60
% within Year 5.0% 5.8% 5.4%
2 - DISAGREE Count 64 47 119
% within Year 10.3% 9.5% 9.9%
3-NEUTRAL Count 239 165 400
% within Year 37.8% 33.2% 35.7%
4 - AGREE Count 220 175 395
% within Year 35.4% 35.29% 35.3%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 72 81 153
% within Year 11.6% 16.3% 13.7%
Total Count 622 497 1119
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.094
Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
[Q13C 2006 622 3.38 987, .044
2010 497 3.47 1.057] 047
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Q13D. I understand myself better by my interaction with other students.

Q13D * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .744

Year
2006 2010 Total

1Q13D 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 25 30 59
% within Year 4.0% 6.1% 4.9%

2 - DISAGREE Count 72 61 133

% within Year 11.6% 12.3% 11.99%

3-NEUTRAL Count 218 140 358

% within Year 35.0% 28.3% 32.1%

4 - AGREE Count 232 190 422

% within Year 37.3% 38.4% 37.8%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 75 74 149

% within Year 12.1% 14.9% 13.3%

Total Count 622 495 1117
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.094

Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
JQ13D 2006 622 3.42 .979 .039
2010 495 3.44 1.076 .048
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Q13E. I recognize the positive outcomes of working cooperatively.

Q13E * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .299

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ13E 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count g 8 13
% within Year 8% 1.6% 1.29
2 - DISAGREE Count 14 11 24
% within Year 2.2% 2.29 2.29
3-NEUTRAL Count 88 64 153
% within Year 14.1% 12.99% 13.69
4 - AGREE Count 359 257 616
% within Year 57.69 51.9% 55.19
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 157 155 314
% within Year 25.2% 31.3% 27.99
Total Count 623 495 1114
% within Year 100.094 100.0% 100.09
Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
[Q13E 2006 623 4.04 745 .03
2010 495 4.09 818 .037
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Q13F. I have forged close relationships with my team members.

Q13F * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .170

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ13F 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 22 18 4(
% within Year 3.5% 3.6% 3.69
2 - DISAGREE Count 70 64 134
% within Year 11.29% 12.9% 12.09
3-NEUTRAL Count 256 177 433
% within Year 41.0% 35.6% 38.69
4 - AGREE Count 214 159 374
% within Year 34.6% 32.09% 33.59
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 60 79 134
% within Year 9.6% 15.9% 12.49
Total Count 624 497 1121
% within Year 100.09% 100.09% 100.09
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
[Q13F 2006 624 3.36 927, .037
2010 497 3.44 1.020 .044
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Q13G. I feel safe and supported in a team environment.

Q13G * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .342

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ13G 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 21 20 47
% within Year 4.3% 4.0% 4.2%
2 - DISAGREE Count 73 50 123
% within Year 11.7% 10.0% 11.09%4
3-NEUTRAL Count 226 189 415
% within Year 36.3% 38.0% 37.0%
4 - AGREE Count 235 175 410
% within Year 37.7% 35.1% 36.6%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 62 64 124
% within Year 10.0% 12.9% 11.2%
Total Count 623 4983 11244
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.094
Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
IQ13G 2006 623 3.37 .964 .039
2010 498 3.43 972 044
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Q13H. It is clear to me why working on teams is critical to my education.

Q13H * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .316

Year
2006 2010 Total

JQ13H 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 18 12 30
% within Year 2.9% 2.4% 2.7%

2 - DISAGREE Count 18 24 42

% within Year 2.9% 4.8% 3.8

3-NEUTRAL Count 114 78 192

% within Year 18.3% 15.7% 17.1%

4 - AGREE Count 305 222 527

% within Year 49.0% 44.79% 47.19

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 168 161 329

% within Year 27.09% 32.4% 29.4%

Total Count 623 497 1120
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.094

Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
JQ13H 2006 623 3.94 .909 .036
2010 497 4.00 .945 .042
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Section 4:

Indicate your level of agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree for each

of the following statements:

The negative aspects with teamwork at Lawrence Tech

are... Q14A. Competition within group for better grades.

Q14A * Year Crosstabulation

Year
2006 2010 Total
IQ14A  1-STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 79 72 144
% within Year 12.4% 14.3% 13.29
2 - DISAGREE Count 228 181 409
% within Year 37.1% 35.99% 36.69
3-NEUTRAL Count 178 154 332
% within Year 28.9% 30.6% 29.79
4 - AGREE Count 102 79 1714
% within Year 16.6% 14.9% 15.89
5-STRONGLY AGREE Count 31 22 53
% within Year 5.0% 4.4% 4.79
Total Count 614 504 1114
% within Year 100.094 100.0% 100.09
Group Statistics
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
[Q14A 2006 615 2.65 1.054 .043
2010 504 2.59 1.044 .046

p-value: .362
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Q14B. Personal ego of team members dominates over cooperation.

Q14B * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .001

Year
2006 Total
1Q014B 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 29 31 51
% within Year 4.29 6.2% 5.19
2 - DISAGREE Count 130 145 279
% within Year 21.1% 28.8% 24.69
3-NEUTRAL Count 210 162 374
% within Year 34.1% 32.1% 33.29
4 - AGREE Count 189 125 314
% within Year 30.79 24.8% 28.19
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 60 41 101
% within Year 9.894 8.19% 9.09
Total Count 615 504 1114
% within Year 100.094 100.0% 100.09
Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
[Q14B 2006 615 321 1.018 044
2010 504 3.00 1.053 .047
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Q14C. Focus on the problem solving outcome only and not the educational experience.

Q14C * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .282

Year

2006 2010 Total
jQ14C 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 25 18 43
% within Year 4.1% 3.6% 3.8%
2 - DISAGREE Count 97 104 2014
% within Year 15.7% 20.7% 18.0%
3-NEUTRAL Count 25 195 449
% within Year 40.7% 38.8% 39.9%
4 - AGREE Count 194 143 337
% within Year 31.5% 28.5% 30.1%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 49 42 9
% within Year 8.0% 8.49% 8.19%4
Total Count 616 502 1118
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.094

Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
jQ14C 2006 616 3.24 .948 .038
2010 502 3.17 971 .043
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Q14D. Lack of bonding with team members.

Q14D * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .451

Year
2006 2010 Total
1Q14D 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 37 28 69
% within Year 6.0% 5.6% 5.8%
2 - DISAGREE Count 156 152 308
% within Year 25.3% 30.3% 27.6%
3-NEUTRAL Count 255 183 438
% within Year 41.4% 36.5% 39.2%
4 - AGREE Count 129 109 234
% within Year 20.9% 21.8% 21.3%
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 39 29 68
% within Year 6.3% 5.8% 6.194
Total Count 616 501 1117
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.094
Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
[Q14D 2006 616 2.94 978 .039
2010 501 2.92 .986) 044
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Q14E. Inability to schedule meeting times.

Q14E * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .051

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ14E 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 17 18 35
% within Year 2.8% 3.6% 3.29
2 - DISAGREE Count 83 95 17§
% within Year 13.6% 19.0% 16.09
3-NEUTRAL Count 180 129 309
% within Year 29.5% 25.8% 27.89
4 - AGREE Count 219 180 399
% within Year 35.89 36.0% 35.99
5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 112 78 19(
% within Year 18.3% 15.6% 17.19
Total Count 611 500 1113
% within Year 100.094 100.0% 100.09
Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
[Q14E 2006 611 3.53 1.028 .042
2010 500 3.41 1.073 .049
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Q14F. Teamwork requires too much effort and time and is not productive.

Q14F * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .989

Year
2006 Total

JQ14F 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 59 57 116
% within Year 9.6% 11.4% 10.49

2 - DISAGREE Count 214 173 389

% within Year 35.2% 34.6% 35.09

3-NEUTRAL Count 190 147 331

% within Year 31.0% 29.4% 30.39

4 - AGREE Count 119 81 192

% within Year 18.1% 16.2% 17.39

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 37 42 79

% within Year 6.0%4 8.4% 7.19

Total Count 613 500 1113
% within Year 100.094 100.0% 100.09

Y ear

N Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

JQ14F

2006 613

2010 500

2.76

2.76

1.050

1.115

.042

.050
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Q14G. Difficulty in determining individual or group roles and responsibilities.

Q14G * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .122

Year
2006 2010 Total

1Q14G 1- STRONGLY DISAGREE Count 33 35 68
% within Year 5.4% 6.9% 6.1%

2 - DISAGREE Count 176 159 339

% within Year 28.7% 31.5% 30.0%

3-NEUTRAL Count 233 185 418

% within Year 37.9% 36.7% 37.4%

4 - AGREE Count 140 98 234

% within Year 22.8% 19.4% 21.3%

5- STRONGLY AGREE Count 32 27 59

% within Year 5.29% 5.4% 5.3%

Total Count 614 504 1118
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.094

Year Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
[Q14G 2006 614 2.94 .967 .039
2010 504 2.85 .990 .044
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Q15. When considering my overall teamwork experiences at Lawrence Tech, |

consider my grades for teamwork to be...

Q15 * Year Crosstabulation

Mann-Whitney Ranks

p-value: .423

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ15 1 - Mixed opinion Count 53 14 61
% within Year 8.6% 2.8% 6.094
2 - Lower than deserved Count 63 78 143
% within Year 10.2% 15.4% 12.6%
3 - Fair Count 474 390 864
% within Year 77.1% 77.2% 77.2%
4 - Higher than deserved Count 25 23 49
% within Year 4.1% 4.6% 4.3%
Total Count 616 505 1123
% within Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Year Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
IQ15 2006 616 555.86 342408.5(
2010 505 567.27 286472.5(
Total 112
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Q16. Your experience in teamwork assignments in courses at Lawrence Tech, with respect
to your education would be described as...

Q16 * Year Crosstabulation

144

Year
2006.00 2010.00 Total
Q16. Your experience in 1 - Very detrimental Count 6 0 q
eamwork assignments in % within Year 1.0% 0% 504
courses at Lawrence Tech,
. . 2 - Detrimental Count 30 19 49
with respect to your education
Wwould be descri % within Year 4.9%) 3.8% 4.4%
3 - Neutral Count 106 92 19§
% within Year 17.3% 18.3% 17.8%
4 - Beneficial but not Count 219 197 416
necessary % within Year 35.8% 39.29% 37.39
5 - Necessary Count 250 195 449
% within Year 40.9% 38.8% 39.9%
Total Count 611 503 1114
% within Year 100.0%, 100.0%) 100.099
Mann-Whitney Ranks
Year N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
Q16. Your experience in 2006.00 647 591.08 382429.00
eamwork assignments in 2010.00 530 586.48 310824.00
courses at Lawrence Tech,
Total 1177

with respect to your

Jeducation would be descri

p-value: .805



Q17. Overall, your team experiences in courses at Lawrence Tech would be described as...

Q17 * Year Crosstabulation

Mann-Whitney Ranks

p-value: .827

Year
2006 2010 Total
|Q17 1 - Very negative Count 12 12 24
% within Year 1.9% 2.49% 2.19%
2 - Somewhat negative Count 51 38 89
% within Year 8.3% 7.5% 7.99
3 - Neutral Count 112 104 214
% within Year 18.2% 20.6% 19.3%
4 - Somewhat positive Count 328 251 579
% within Year 53.2% 49.8% 51.7%
5 - Very positive Count 114 99 213
% within Year 18.5% 19.6% 19.0%
Total Count 617 504 1124
% within Year 100.0% 100.09%9 100.099
Year Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
Q17 2006 617 562.75 347219.04
2010 504 558.85 281662.00
Total 112

145



146

Q18. Have you engaged in teamwork as part of a student organization, student group, or an
enrichment opportunity outside of class?

Q18 * Year Crosstabulation

Year
2006 2010 Total
|Q18 1-No Count 286 224 510
% within Year 46.49%9 44,794 45.79%
2-Yes Count 330 277 607
% within Year 53.69%9 55.3% 54.3%
Total Count 616 501 1117
% within Year 100.0% 100.09% 100.0%
Mann-Whitney Ranks
Year N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
jo18 2006 616 554.70 341693.0
2010 501 564.29 282710.04
Total 1117

p-value: .567



Q19. If you answered yes to question #18, how often would you describe the teamwork
experience as positive?

Q19 * Year Crosstabulation

Group Statistics

p-value: .972

Year
2006 2010 Total
1Q19 1 - Never Count 2 3 g
% within Year 6% 1.0% 8%
2 - Almost never Count 5 q 11
% within Year 1.5% 2.0% 1.7%
3 - Half of the time Count 61 54 114
% within Year 17.8% 18.2% 18.09%
4 - Most of the time  Count 216 174 39
% within Year 63.0% 58.6% 60.9%
5 - Always Count 59 60 114
% within Year 17.2% 20.2% 18.6%
Total Count 343 297 64(
% within Year 100.0% 100.0949 100.0%
Year N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
IQ19 2006 343 3.95 678 .037
2010 297 3.95 745 043
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Q20. If you answered yes to question #18, your teamwork experiences outside of class at
Lawrence Tech, with respect to your education would be described as...

Q20 * Year Crosstabulation

Mann-Whitney Ranks

p-value: .856

Year
2006 2010 Total
JQ20 1 - Very detrimental Count 3 a 3
% within Year 9% 0% .59
2 - Detrimental Count 8 1 15
% within Year 2.4% 2.4% 2.49
3 - Neutral Count 59 54 113
% within Year 17.4% 18.6% 18.09
4 - Beneficial but not Count 158 133 284
necessary % within Year 46.6% 4529 45.99
5 - Necessary Count 111 98 209
% within Year 32.7% 33.8% 33.29
Total Count 339 290 624
% within Year 100.0% 100.0949 100.09
Year N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
Io20 2006 339 313.87 106402.04
2010 290 316.32 91733.00
Total 629
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Annual Assessment Reports of Colleges by Department

College of Architecture and Design
BS in Architecture

149

aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

examinations, design project
work, class participation,
cap-stone projects

courses

Supporting Program Administration Loop-Closing
University Undergraduate Goals Objective/Outcome Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Timeline Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate Most of the prog Class Assignments, Std. deviation for tests Every semester Annual
knowledge, and expertise in objectives below examinations, design project | Internal & external
applying this knowledge, in work, documentation, class jury for projects
their fields. participation
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate Obj. 2,3, 4,5, 23,26 | Class Assignments, Std. deviation for tests Every semester Annual
effective use of technology examinations, design project | Internal & external
and the ability to apply it in work, documentation, class jury for projects
their fields. participation, cap-stone
projects
I. 1. Graduates will be Ohj1&3 Writing assignments Writing Proficiency Every semester Annual
literate and skilled in Technical papers Exam
written and oral COM 3000
communication.
Il. 2. Graduates will be aware of 0bhj. 8,9, 10, 12, 13 Class Assignments, Std. deviation for tests Every semester Annual
the diverse basis of our examinations, design project | Internal & external
culture and will demonstrate work, documentation, class jury for projects
both breadth and depth in the participation, cap-stone
arts and the humanities. projects
1. 3. Graduates will be Obj. 8, 31, 32 Class Assignments, CoAD core curriculum | Every semester Annual
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I. 4. Graduates will demonstrate Obhj. 2, 3,4,5, 18,19 | Class Assignments, Std. deviation for tests Every semester Annual
competence in mathematics examinations, design project | Internal & external
and in the use of the scientific work, class participation, jury for projects
method and laboratory cap-stone projects
technique. Group projects in research
I. 5. Graduates will demonstrate Obj. 18, 19, 20, 21, Class Assignments, Std. deviation for tests Every semester Annual
creativity and critical 22,23, 26 examinations, design project | Internal & external
thinking, as well as analytical work, class participation, jury for projects
and problem solving skills cap-stone projects
consistent with the Group projects in research
technological focus of the
University.
I11.1. Graduates will have had Obhj. 29, 30, 31, 32 Cap-stone and senior level | Internal & external jury | Every semester Annual
experiences that promote a projects for projects
high level of professionalism Field projects and case
and integrity, responsible studies
decision making, confidence Group projects in research
in approaching opportunities,
and pride in their abilities.
I11.2. Graduates will have had Obhj. 12,13 Class Assignments, Every semester Annual
experiences that promote the examinations, design Internal & external jury
understanding of themselves project work, class for group projects.
and others, sensitivity to participation
other cultures in the context
of globalization, and
interpersonal skills.
I11.3. Graduates will have had Obj. 2,31, 32, 34 Cap-stone and senior level | Internal & external jury | Every semester Annual

experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.

projects

Field projects and case
studies

Group projects in research

for group projects
Peer evaluation for
group projects
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I11.4. Graduates will have been Obhj. 31, 32 Cap-stone and senior level Students & Alumni Every semester Annual
made aware of the projects surveys
importance of lifelong Field projects and case
learning. studies
I11.5. Graduates will have had 8,9, 10,11, 32 CoAD core curriculum Students & Alumni Every semester Annual
experiences that promote a courses surveys
global and societal
perspective.
IV.1. Graduates will have had Obj. 7, 32 Group assignments Internal & external jury | Every semester Annual
defined roles in teamwork Group projects in design for group projects
experiences in which both Group projects in research | Peer evaluation for
process and progress are group projects
monitored.
IV.2. Graduates will have had team | Obj. 7, 30 Group assignments Internal & external jury | Every semester Annual
experiences in which they Group projects in design for group projects
focus on a common goal, take Group projects in research | Peer evaluation for
responsibility for their own group projects
contributions as well as for
the team’s product, and
evaluate one another’s
contribution to the team.
IV.3. Graduates will have had team | Obj. 7, 31, 33 Group assignments Internal & external jury | Every semester Annual
experiences in which they Group projects in design for group projects
practice making decisions, Group projects in research | Peer evaluation for
reaching consensus, and group projects
resolving conflicts.
V. 1. Graduates will have had Obj. 29, 31, 33 Field projects and case - Voluntary Every semester if Annual
opportunities to learn the studies programs there is a chance by
value of contributing to their participation e.g. the organization
community and to society. Habitat for
Humanity

- Alumni Surveys
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V. 2. Graduates will have had
opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

Obj. 29, 32, 34

Cap-stone and senior level
projects

Field projects and case
studies

Group projects in design
Group projects in research

Every semester

Annual




Program Objectives and Performance Criteria

Speaking and writing skills
Critical thinking skills
Graphics skills

Research skills

Formal ordering systems
Fundamental design skills
Collaboration skills
Western traditions
Non-western traditions

. National and regional traditions
. Use of precedents

. Human behavior

. Human diversity

. Bldg design accessibility

. Sustainable design

. Design programming preparation
. Site conditions

. Structural systems

. Environmental systems

. Life safety

. Bldg envelope systems

. Bldg service systems

. Bldg systems integration

. Bldg materials and assemblies

. Construction cost control

. Technical documentation

. Client role in architecture

. Comprehensive design

. Architect’s administrative role

. Architectural practice

. Professional development

. Leadership

. Legal responsibilities

. Ethics and professional judgment
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University Undergraduate Goals

Supporting Program
Objective/Outcome

Assessment Tools

Metrics/Indicators

Administration
Timeline

Loop-Closing
Timeline

1. Graduates will demonstrate

knowledge, and expertise in
applying this knowledge, in
their fields.

Analyze a proposed
project and develop a
design that meets
customer/client
objectives.

- Direct assessment of
student project execution
by instructor and faculty
jury.

- Industry evaluation of
student presentation and
progress.

Currently in progress,
developing the CoAD
LDR Portfolio and

Rubrics requirements.

Every semester

Annual

. Graduates will demonstrate

effective use of technology
and the ability to apply it in
their fields.

Showcase projects
using industry tools
(CS4 and other
programs) and
integration of
technology into the
concept.

- Direct assessment of
student project execution
by instructor and faculty
jury.

- Industry evaluation of
student presentation and
progress.

Currently in progress,
developing the CoOAD
LDR Portfolio and

Rubrics requirements.

Every semester

Annual

. Graduates will be

literate and skilled in
written and oral
communication.

Compose and integrate
project summarizes into
a portfolio and
presentation that
requires verbal, written,
and graphic
communication to an
audience.

- Direct assessment of
student project execution
by instructor and faculty
jury.

- Industry evaluation of
student presentation and
progress.

Currently in progress,
developing the CoAD
LDR Portfolio and

Rubrics requirements.

Every semester

Annual

. Graduates will be aware of

the diverse basis of our
culture and will demonstrate
both breadth and depth in the
arts and the humanities.

Research and
incorporate
perspectives that
highlight an approach
to explain and defend a
proposal.

- Direct assessment of
student project execution
by instructor and faculty
jury.

- Industry evaluation of
student presentation and
progress.

Currently in progress,
developing the CoAD
LDR Portfolio and

Rubrics requirements.

Every semester

Annual

. Graduates will be

aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

Industry projects with
international companies
due to the geographic
location of university
and importance of
American culture and
market.

- Direct assessment of
student project execution
by instructor and faculty
jury.

- Industry evaluation of
student presentation and
progress.

Currently in progress,
developing the CoAD
LDR Portfolio and

Rubrics requirements.

Every semester

Annual
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Research advances and - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
I. 4. Graduates will demonstrate new technology student project execution developing the CoAD
competence in mathematics development to apply by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
and in the use of the scientific | in product concepts. jury. Rubrics requirements.
method and laboratory - Industry evaluation of
technique. student presentation and
progress.
Develop business case - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
I. 5. Graduates will demonstrate and critical thinking to student project execution developing the CoAD
creativity and critical solve design problems by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
thinking, as well as analytical | and market challenges jury. Rubrics requirements.
and problem solving skills for a product. - Industry evaluation of
consistent with the student presentation and
technological focus of the progress.
University.
Analyze a proposed - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
1.1 Gradqates will have had project and develop a stuglent project execution developing the CoAD
experiences that promote a desien that meets by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
high level of professionalism & . jury. Rubrics requirements.
and integrity, responsible cus?ton.wer/chent - Industry evaluation of
decision making, confidence objectives. student presentation and
in approaching opportunities, progress.
and pride in their abilities.
Analyze a proposed - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
I11.2. Graduates will have had project and develop a student project execution developing the CoAD
experiences that promote the | design that meets by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
understanding of themselves | customer/client jury. Rubrics requirements.
and others, sensitivity to objectives. - Industry evaluation of
other cultures in the context student presentation and
of globalization, and progress.
interpersonal skills.
Formulate an action - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
I11.3. Graduates will have had plan between the current | student project execution developing the CoAD

experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.

state and expected result
to illustrate logic and
problem solving.

by instructor and faculty
jury.

- Industry evaluation of

student presentation and
progress.

LDR Portfolio and
Rubrics requirements.
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Demonstrate the ability | - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
I11.4. Graduates will have been for self-directed student project execution developing the CoAD
made aware of the learning and identify by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
importance of lifelong additional knowledge, jury. Rubrics requirements.
learning. skills and attitudes - Industry evaluation of
appropriate for student presentation and
continued professional progress.
practice.
Analyze a proposed - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
I11.5. Graduates will have had project and develop a student project execution developing the CoAD
experiences that promote a design that meets by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
global and societal customer/client jury. Rubrics requirements.
perspective. objectives. - Industry evaluation of
student presentation and
progress.
Collaborate on projects | - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
IV.1. Graduates will have had or segments of a project | student project execution developing the CoAD
defined roles in teamwork as a team. (team by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
experiences in which both project on company jury. Rubrics requirements.
process and progress are historical research). - Industry evaluation of
monitored. Junior level courses student presentation and
require teams to progress.
develop concepts and
submit to competition.
Collaborate on projects | - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
IV.2. Graduates will have had team | or segments of a project | student project execution developing the CoAD
experiences in which they as a team. (team by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
focus on a common goal, take | project on company jury. Rubrics requirements.
responsibility for their own historical research). - Industry evaluation of
contributions as well as for Junior level courses student presentation and
the team’s product, and require teams to progress.
evaluate one another’s develop concepts and
contribution to the team. submit to competition.
Collaborate on projects | - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
IV.3. Graduates will have had team | or segments of a project | student project execution developing the CoAD

experiences in which they
practice making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

as ateam. (team
project on company
historical research).
Junior level courses
require teams to
develop concepts and
submit to competition.

by instructor and faculty
jury.

- Industry evaluation of

student presentation and
progress.

LDR Portfolio and
Rubrics requirements.
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Analyze a proposed - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
V. 1. Graduates will have had project and develop a student project execution developing the CoAD
opportunities to learn the design that meets by instructor and faculty LDR Portfolio and
value of contributing to their | customer/client jury. Rubrics requirements.
community and to society. objectives. - Industry evaluation of
student presentation and
progress.
Develop Legacy project | - Direct assessment of Currently in progress, Every semester Annual
V. 2. Graduates will have had in LDR 2001. student project execution developing the CoAD

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

by instructor and faculty
jury.

- Industry evaluation of

student presentation and
progress.

LDR Portfolio and
Rubrics requirements.
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Goals (University)

Supporting Program

Assessment Tools

Metrics/Indicators

Administration Timeline

society.

4. Graduate interviews

Obijective/Outcome

I. 1. Graduates will Demonstrate a level of cultural 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/ on-going
demonstrate knowledge, literacy matching that of 2.Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
and expertise in applying graduates from comparable student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
this knowledge, in their programs at benchmark 3. Class visitations/ instructor 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Last done in 2005
fields. institutions. mentoring

4. Graduate interviews

I. 2. Graduates will
demonstrate effective use
of technology and the
ability to apply it in their
fields.

Il. 1. Graduates will Demonstrate the ability to read 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/ on-going
be literate and and analyze challenging texts | 2. Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
skilled in written Demonstrate the poise to student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
and oral articulate their ideas orally and | 3. Class visitations/ instructor 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Last done in 2005
communication. in writing mentoring

4. Graduate interviews

1. 2. Graduates will be aware Demonstrate a level of cultural | 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/on-going
of the diverse basis of our | literacy matching that of 2. Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
culture and will graduates from comparable student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
demonstrate both breadth programs at benchmark 3. Class visitations/ instructor | 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Last done in 2005
and depth in the arts and institutions. mentoring
the humanities. 4. Graduate interviews

1. 3. Graduates will Demonstrate an understanding of | 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/on-going
be aware of the their past and their role as 2. Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
foundations and citizens of a free society student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
development of 3. Class visitations/ instructor | 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Lastdone in 2005
American mentoring
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Il. 4. Graduates will
demonstrate competence
in mathematics and in the
use of the scientific
method and laboratory

technique.

I. 5. Graduates will Demonstrate the skill to evaluate | 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/on-going
demonstrate creativity conflicting points of view. 2. Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
and critical thinking, as Demonstrate the savvy to look student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
well as analytical and for alternative solutions 3. Class visitations/ instructor | 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Last done in 2005
problem solving skills Demonstrate the confidence to mentoring
consistent with the be creative. 4. Graduate interviews
technological focus of the
University.

I11.1. Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
a high level of
professionalism and
integrity, responsible
decision making,
confidence in
approaching
opportunities, and pride in
their abilities.

I11.2. Graduates will have had Demonstrate a level of cultural 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/on-going
experiences that promote literacy matching that of 2. Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
the understanding of graduates from comparable student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
themselves and others, programs at benchmark 3. Class visitations/ instructor | 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Last done in 2005
sensitivity to other institutions. mentoring
cultures in the context of | Demonstrate an understanding of | 4. Graduate interviews

globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

their past and their role as

citizens of a free society.
Demonstrate the experience of
working in teams and of having
to take the lead
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I11.3. Graduates will have had Demonstrate the savvy to look 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/on-going
experiences that promote for alternative solutions 2. Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
the ability to analyze Demonstrate the confidence to student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
unfamiliar situations, be creative. 3. Class visitations/ instructor | 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Last done in 2005
assess risk, and formulate mentoring
plans of action. 4. Graduate interviews

I11.4. Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

I11.5. Graduates will have had Demonstrate a level of cultural 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/on-going
experiences that promote literacy matching that of 2. Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
a global and societal graduates from comparable student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
perspective. programs at benchmark 3. Class visitations/ instructor | 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Last done in 2005

institutions. mentoring
Demonstrate an understanding 4. Graduate interviews
of their past and their role as
citizens of a free society.

IV.1. Graduates will have had Demonstrate the experience of 1. Course design evaluation 1. Faculty judgment 1. Permanent/on-going
defined roles in teamwork working in teams and of 2. Embedded assessment of 2. Faculty judgment 2. Last done in 2006
experiences in which both having to take the lead. student work 3. Chair’s evaluation 3. Annual
process and progress are Demonstrate the skill to evaluate | 3. Class visitations/ instructor | 4. Chair’s evaluation 4. Last done in 2005
monitored. conflicting points of view. mentoring

Demonstrate the savvy to look | 4. Graduate interviews
for alternative solutions

IV.2. Graduates will have had

team experiences in
which they focus on a
common goal, take
responsibility for their
own contributions as well
as for the team’s product,
and evaluate one
another’s contribution to
the team.
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V.3

Graduates will have had
team experiences in
which they practice
making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to
their community and to
society.

Demonstrate an understanding
of their past and their role as
citizens of a free society.

=

Course design evaluation
Embedded assessment of
student work

Class visitations/ instructor
mentoring

Graduate interviews

PobE

Faculty judgment
Faculty judgment
Chair’s evaluation
Chair’s evaluation

SN S

Permanent / on-going
Last done in 2006
Annual

Last done in 2005

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity
and professional ethics.
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University Undergraduate Supporting Program Administration Loop-Closing
Goals Objective/Outcome Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Timeline Timeline
Utilize technical and Direct assessment of Every semester. Annual
I. 1. Graduates will creative expertise in a student assignments per Level 5 on technical
demonstrate knowledge, variety of broadcast and instructor assessment rubric
and expertise in applying | video projects
this knowledge, in their Every semester Annual
fields.
Fulfillment of all
Television & Video
Production based courses Every semester Every two years.
Apply video and editing Direct assessment of Level 3 on direct Every semester Annual
I. 2. Graduates will techniques to produce a student assignments. assessment rubric.
demonstrate effective use | cohesive and technically
of technology and the superior video project Advisory Board Level 5 on technical Spring semester Annual
ability to apply it in their evaluation of senior presentation rubric.
fields. projects.
Plan, compose, and Advisory Board & faculty | Level 3 on presentation | Spring semester Annual

Il. 1. Graduates will
be literate and
skilled in written
and oral
communication.

integrate verbal, written,
virtual, and
communication of a
project to technical and
non-technical audiences.

evaluation of senior
project presentations.

WPE
HSSC core curriculum

rubric

Pass the WPE
Pass HSSC core
curriculum courses

Every semester

Continuous by
University

Il. 2. Graduates will be aware
of the diverse basis of our
culture and will
demonstrate both breadth
and depth in the arts and
the humanities.

Students will interview
ESL and International
students 2X and write a
paper on their perceptions
before and after the
interview

Papers will be reviewed
by instructor, program
director and chair

Pass HSSC core
curriculum courses

Every semester in 2

courses
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1. 3.

Graduates will
be aware of the
foundations and
development of
American
society.

Graduates will
demonstrate competence
in mathematics and in the
use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.

Graduates will
demonstrate creativity
and critical thinking, as
well as analytical and
problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

Apply critical thinking
and creativity
to a variety of written,
broadcast and video
projects

HSSC core curriculum

SSC Ethics

Pass HSSC core
curriculum

Pass SSC Ethics
Evaluation by

instructors of video
projects

Every semester
courses are offered

Annual

1.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
a high level of
professionalism and
integrity, responsible
decision-making,
confidence in
approaching
opportunities, and pride in
their abilities.




164

1n.2.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
the understanding of
themselves and others,
sensitivity to other
cultures in the context of
globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

11.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
the ability to analyze
unfamiliar situations,
assess risk, and formulate
plans of action.

1.4

Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

11.5.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
a global and societal
perspective.

Students will create: 30
sec promos for non-profit
organizations, locally,
nationally and globally

Non-profit organizations
will evaluate outcome

Level 3 on direct
assessment rubric

Every semester

Annual

Annual

V.1

Graduates will have had
defined roles in teamwork
experiences in which both
process and progress are
monitored.

Function effectively as a
member of an intra-
disciplinary team and
evaluate the performance
of the team and individual
team members

Team and instructor
evaluation of written and
video projects by the
group

Level 3 on direct
assessment rubric

In every technical
course

Annual

Annual
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V.2,

Graduates will have had
team experiences in
which they focus on a
common goal, take
responsibility for their
own contributions as well
as for the team’s product,
and evaluate one
another’s contribution to
the team.

Function effectively as a
member of an intra-
disciplinary team and
evaluate the performance
of the team and individual
team members

Team and instructor
evaluation of written and
video projects by the
group

Level 5 on technical
assessment rubric

In every technical
course

Annual

Annual

IV.3.

Graduates will have had
team experiences in
which they practice
making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to
their community and to
society.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity
and professional ethics.

Explain the many aspects
of professionalism and
what it means to be a
member of the
communication
(broadcast) profession and
Analyze a situation
involving multiple
conflicting professional
and ethical interests to
determine an appropriate
course of action.

Direct assessment of
student assignments.

SSC Ethics

Level33 on direct
assessment rubric.

Every semester.

Every semester

Annual

Every two years.




BS in Psychology

166

Goals (University)

Supporting Program
Objective/Outcome

Assessment Tools

Metrics/Indicators

Administration Timeline

I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate
knowledge, and expertise
in applying this
knowledge, in their fields.

Demonstrate knowledge and
understanding that represents
breadth and depth in selected
content areas of psychology (e.g.,
learning and cognition, biological
psychology, developmental
changes in behavior, major history
and systems of psychology, etc.).

1. Course data

2. Individual projects/
performance assessment

3. Graduate interviews

1. Objective tests comprised of
multiple choice and fill in the
blank items, essay tests, and
embedded assignments

2. Term papers, lab reports, oral
presentations

3. Qualitative data analyzed by
program director

1. Permanent/ on-going
2. Permanent/ on-going
3. Annual

aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate | Demonstrate competence and 1. Individual projects / 1. Embedded assignments 1. Permanent/ on-going
effective use of technology | ability to use appropriate software performance assessment 2. Research teams, group projects, | 2. Permanent/ on-going
and the ability to apply it to produce understandable reports | 2. Collaboration online group activities 3. Permanent/ on-going
in their fields. and posters in APA style, 3. Summative performance 3. Capstone experiences, 4. Annual

including use of statistical assessment portfolios
analysis software, internet and e- | 4. Graduate interviews 4. Qualitative data analyzed by
mail programs. program director

I. 1. Graduates will be Demonstrate oral and written 1. Course data 1. Essay tests, and embedded 1. Permanent/on-going
literate and skilled communication skills in various 2. Individual projects/ assignments 2. Permanent/ on-going
in written and oral formats and exhibit effective performance assessment 2. Written products, oral 3. Permanent / on-going
communication. interpersonal communication 3. Collaboration presentations 4. Permanent/ on-going

skills. 4. Summative performance 3. Research teams, group projects 5. Annual
assessment 4. Internships in real-life settings
5. Graduate interviews with assessment by supervisor
5. Qualitative data analyzed by
program director

1. 2. Graduates will be aware of | Demonstrate ability to interact 1. Course data 1. Essay tests, and embedded 1. Permanent/ on-going
the diverse basis of our effectively and sensitively with 2. Individual projects/ assignments 2. Permanent / on-going
culture and will people of diverse abilities performance assessment 2. Term papers, written products, 3. Annual
demonstrate both breadth backgrounds and cultural 3. Graduate interviews oral presentations 4. Pending
and depth in the arts and perspectives, and ability to 4. Satisfaction measures 3. Qualitative data analyzed by
the humanities. explain how individual program director

differences influence beliefs, 4. Follow-up alumni interviews /
values, and interaction with others surveys of employers and
and vice versa. graduate school advisors

Il. 3. Graduates will be
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I. 4. Graduates will demonstrate | Develop appropriate and testable | 1. Individual projects/ 1. Term papers, lab reports, oral 1. Permanent/ on-going
competence in hypothesis that includes performance assessment presentations 2. Permanent / on-going
mathematics and in the use | reasonable controls, and ability to | 2. Collaboration 2. Research teams, group projects, | 3. Annual
of the scientific method follow the APA ethics code in the | 3. Graduate interviews online group activities
and laboratory technique. treatment of human and 3. Qualitative data analyzed by

nonhuman participants in the program director
design, data collection,

interpretation, and reporting of

psychological research.

1. 5. Graduates will demonstrate | Demonstrate effective use of 1. Individual projects/ 1. Term papers, lab reports, oral 1. Permanent/on-going
creativity and critical critical thinking and reasoning to performance assessment presentations 2. Permanent / on-going
thinking, as well as recognize, develop, defend, and 2. Collaboration 2. Research teams, group projects, | 3. Last completed in
analytical and problem criticize arguments and other 3. Graduate interviews online group activities 2007
solving skills consistent persuasive appeals. 3. Qualitative data analyzed by
with the technological program director
focus of the University.

I11.1. Graduates will have had Demonstrate ability to apply 1. Individual projects/ 1. Authentic problem-solving 1. Permanent/ on-going
experiences that promote a | knowledge of psychology when performance assessment situations and performance 2. Permanent / on-going
high level of formulating career choices and 2. Summative performance assessments that incorporate 3. Annual
professionalism and demonstrate ability to identify the assessment and foster student’s career
integrity, responsible types of academic experience that | 3. Graduate interviews planning
decision making, will facilitate entry into the 2. Internships with assessment by
confidence in approaching workforce, graduate studies, or supervisor
opportunities, and pride in both. 3. Qualitative data analyzed by
their abilities. program director

I11.2. Graduates will have had Demonstrate reflection on 1. Course data 1. Embedded assignments 1. Permanent/on-going
experiences that promote personal experiences and apply 2. Individual projects/ 2. Term papers, lab reports, oral 2. Permanent / on-going
the understanding of psychological principles to performance assessment presentations of authentic 3. Annual
themselves and others, promote personal development. 3. Graduate interviews problem-solving situations
sensitivity to other cultures 3. Qualitative data analyzed by
in the context of program director
globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

I11.3. Graduates will have had Demonstrate effective use of 1. Summative performance 1. Internships with assessment by 1. Permanent/ on-going
experiences that promote critical thinking and reasoning to assessment supervisor 2. Permanent / on-going
the ability to analyze recognize novel situations and 2. Collaboration 2. Research teams, group projects, | 3. Annual
unfamiliar situations, contexts. 3. Graduate interviews online group activities
assess risk, and formulate 3. Qualitative data analyzed by

plans of action.

program director
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I11.4. Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

I11.5. Graduates will have had Demonstrate ability to interact 1. Course data . Essay tests, and embedded 1. Permanent/ on-going
experiences that promote a | effectively and sensitively with 2. Individual projects/ assignments 2. Permanent / on-going
global and societal people of diverse abilities performance assessment . Term papers, written products, 3. Annual
perspective. backgrounds and cultural 3. Graduate interviews oral presentations 4. Pending

perspectives, and ability to 4. Satisfaction measures . Qualitative data analyzed by
explain how individual program director

differences influence beliefs, . Follow-up alumni interviews /
values, and interaction with others surveys of employers and

and vice versa. graduate school advisors

IV.1. Graduates will have had Demonstrate ability to think 1. Collaboration . Research teams, group projects, | 1. Permanent/on-going
defined roles in teamwork critically with others, and work 2. Graduate interviews online group activities 2. Annual
experiences in which both together to solve common . Qualitative data analyzed by
process and progress are problems. program director
monitored.

IV.2. Graduates will have had Demonstrate ability to think 1. Collaboration . Research teams, group projects, | 1. Permanent/on-going
team experiences in which critically with others, and work 2. Graduate interviews online group activities 2. Annual
they focus on a common together to solve common . Qualitative data analyzed by
goal, take responsibility for | problems. program director
their own contributions as
well as for the team’s
product, and evaluate one
another’s contribution to
the team.

IV.3. Graduates will have had

team experiences in which
they practice making
decisions, reaching
consensus, and resolving
conflicts.
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. Graduates will have had

opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to
their community and to
society.

Demonstrate knowledge and
understanding that represents
breadth and depth in selected
content areas of psychology (e.g.,
learning and cognition, biological
psychology, developmental
changes in behavior, major history
and systems of psychology, etc.).

. Course data
. Individual projects/

performance assessment

. Graduate interviews

. Objective tests comprised of

multiple choice and fill in the
blank items, essay tests, and
embedded assignments

. Term papers, lab reports, oral

presentations

. Qualitative data analyzed by

program director

N

Permanent / on-going
Permanent / on-going
Last completed in
2007

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

Demonstrate a reasonable
skepticism and intellectual
curiosity about causes of
behavior, and recognize the
necessity of ethical behavior in all
aspects of the science and practice
of psychology, including
recognizing and respecting human
diversity.

. Individual projects/

performance assessment

. Summative performance

assessment

. Graduate interviews

. Term papers, lab reports, oral

presentations that require
students to resolve conflicts

. Internships with assessment by

supervisor

. Qualitative data analyzed by

program director

N

Permanent / on-going
Permanent / on-going
Annual
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University Undergraduate Supporting Program Administration Loop-Closing
Goals Objective/Outcome Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Timeline Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will An ability to apply Direct assessment of Level 3 on exam Annual Annual
demonstrate knowledge, knowledge of student exams rubric
and expertise in applying | mathematics appropriate
this knowledge, in their to aproblem. (1)
fields.
An ability to analyze a
problem, and identify and Direct assessment of Level 3 on assignment
define the mathematical student assignments rubric
techniques appropriate to
its solution. (2)
I. 2. Graduates will An ability to use current Direct assessment of Level 3 on assignment Annual Annual
demonstrate effective use | and established student assignments rubric
of technology and the techniques, skills, and
ability to apply it in their tools necessary for
fields. applying mathematics. (9)
. 1. Gra_duates will An ability_to c_ommunicate Direct assessment of Level 3 on oral Annual Annual
be literate and mathematical ideas and student projects and written
skilled in written models effectively to a presentation
and oral range of audiences both rubrics
communication. orally and in written form. Pass WPE
(6) WPE
1. 2. Graduates will be aware
of the diverse basis of our
culture and will
demonstrate both breadth
and depth in the arts and
the humanities.
1. 3. Graduates will

be aware of the
foundations and
development of
American
society.
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Graduates will
demonstrate competence
in mathematics and in the
use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.

An ability to analyze a
problem, and identify and
define the mathematical
techniques appropriate to
its solution. (2)

Direct assessment of
student assignments

Level 3 on assignment
rubric

Annual

Annual

Graduates will
demonstrate creativity
and critical thinking, as
well as analytical and
problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

An ability to design,
implement, and evaluate a
mathematical model that
satisfies specified
requirements (3)

Direct assessment of
student assignments

Level 3 on assignment
rubric

Annual

Annual

1.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
a high level of
professionalism and
integrity, responsible
decision-making,
confidence in
approaching
opportunities, and pride in
their abilities.

1.2

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
the understanding of
themselves and others,
sensitivity to other
cultures in the context of
globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

1.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
the ability to analyze
unfamiliar situations,
assess risk, and formulate
plans of action.
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1.4

Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

I1.5.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
a global and societal
perspective.

V.1

Graduates will have had
defined roles in teamwork
experiences in which both
process and progress are
monitored.

An ability to function
effectively on teams to
accomplish a common
goal, including
performing leadership
tasks. (4)

Exit interview

Affirmative answers
from 80% of
interviewees.

Annual

Annual

V.2,

Graduates will have had
team experiences in
which they focus on a
common goal, take
responsibility for their
own contributions as well
as for the team’s product,
and evaluate one
another’s contribution to
the team.

An ability to function
effectively on teams to
accomplish a common
goal, including
performing leadership
tasks. (4)

Exit interview

Affirmative answers
from 80% of
interviewees.

Annual

Annual

IV.3.

Graduates will have had
team experiences in
which they practice
making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to
their community and to
society.
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V. 2. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity
and professional ethics.

Loop-Closing
Additional Program Metrics / Indicators Administration Timeline
N Assessment Tools -
Objectives/Outcomes Timeline
An ability to analyze the Alumni survey Level 3 on survey Annual (two years Annual
local and global impact of rubric after graduation)
models on individuals,
organizations, and society.
Recognition of the need Alumni survey Level 3 on survey Annual (two years Annual
for and an ability to rubric after graduation)
engage in life-long
learning, continuing
professional development
and adapt to changes in
the field.
Be able to secure Alumni survey Level 3 on survey Annual (two years Annual

employment and/or attend
graduate school in
mathematics or any field
based on mathematics,
drawing on their
experiences, both within
and outside the major to
become responsible
citizens and effective
professionals. (10).

rubric

after graduation)
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. . . .- . Loop-Closing
. . Supporting Program Metrics / Indicators Administration S
Goals (University) Objective / Outcome Assessment Tools Timeline Timeline
Apply knowledge of
I. 1. Graduates will computing and mathematics .
demonstrate knowledge, appropriate to the discipline Direct assessment of .
and expertise in applying standard questions on Level 3 on direct
this knowledge, in their Display a complete student final exams. assessment rubric Annual Annual
fields. understanding of a computer .
language ((Syntax, semantics Direct assessment of
and terminology), develop student assignments
and debug complex code.
I. 2. Graduates will Apply current techniques,
demonstrate effective use skills, and tools necessary for Direct assessment of Level 3 on direct Annual Annual
of technology and the computing practice. student work assessment rubric
ability to apply it in their
fields.
I1. 1. Graduates will be Plan, create and integrate Direct assessment of
S ' i oral and written : A Level 3 on oral and
literate and skilled in communication of Senior Project oral Annual Annual

written and oral
communication.

[mathematical and
algorithmic ideas] effectively
to audiences having a range
of technical understanding.

and written reports

WPE

written rubrics Pass

WPE

1. 2. Graduates will be aware
of the diverse basis of our
culture and will
demonstrate both breadth
and depth inthe arts and
the humanities.

I1. 3. Graduates will be aware
of the foundations and
development of American
society.
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II. 4. Graduates will Apply knowledge of Direct assessment of Level 3 on direct
demonstrate competence computing and mathematics standard questions on assessmeNt rubric Annual Annual
in mathematics and in the appropriate to the discipline q

use of the scientific student final exams.

method and laboratory
technique.

I1. 5. Graduates will
demonstrate creativity and

critical thinking, as well as | D€sign, implement, and

analytical and problem evaluate a computer-based Direct assessment of Level 3 on direct Annual Annual
solving skills consistent system, process, component, Senior Project written assessment rubric

with the technological or program to meet its reports

focus of the University. specified requirements

. 1. Graduates will have
had experiences that
promote a high level of
professionalism and
integrity, responsible
decision making,
confidence in approaching
opportunities, and pride in
their abilities.

. 2. Graduates will have
had experiences that
promote the understanding
of themselves and others,
sensitivity to other
cultures in the context of
globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

. 3. Graduates will have
had experiences that
promote the ability to
analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.
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I11. 4. Graduates will have
been made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

I11. 5. Graduates will have
had experiences that
promote a global and
societal perspective.

IV.1. Graduates will have had
defined roles in teamwork
experiences in which both

Function effectively on

Affirmative answers
from 80% of

process and progress are teams to accomplish a Exit intervierw from ¢ Annual Annual
monitored. common goal. interviewees.
1V.2. Graduates will have had
team experiences in which
they focus on a common
goal, take responsibility Function effectively on Affirmative answers
for their own contributions | teams to accomplish a Exit interview from 80% of Annual Annual

as well as for the team’s
product, and evaluate one
another’s contribution to
the team.

common goal

interviewees.

1V.3. Graduates will have had
team experiences in which
they practice making
decisions, reaching
consensus, and resolving
conflicts.

V. 2. Graduates will have had
opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

Understand professional,
ethical, legal, security and
societal issues and
responsibilities.
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Additional Program
Objectives/Outcomes

Assessment Tools

Metrics/Indicators

Administration
Timeline

Loop-Closing Timeline

Secure employment and/or
attend graduate school in
their field, drawing on their

Annual (two years

experiences, both within and Alumni survey Levgl 3 on survey after graduation) Annual
. . rubric
outside the major to become
responsible citizens and
effective professionals.
Recognize the need for and an
ability to engage in continuing Annual (two years
professional development Alumni survey Level 3 on survey after graduation) Annual
[and learn new technologies] rubric
and adapt to changes in the
field.
Analyze the local and global Annual (two years
Alumni survey Level 3 on survey after graduation) Annual

impact of computing on
individuals, organizations,
and society.

rubric
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Metrics / Indicators Administration Loop-Closing
Program Objective / Outcome Assessment Tools Timeline Timeline
Display a thorough understanding of the
theoretical concepts and practical uses of Direct assessment of Level 3 on graduate Annual Annual
computer science in two concentrations. student assignments assignment rubric
Be lifelong learners who are able to master new
topics required to understand and synthes_lze Alumni survey Level 3 on survey rubric Biennial Biennial
solutions to novel problems, based on their
technical knowledge of computer science and
their ability to think critically
Demonstrate a sufficient depth of knowledge in a
substantive area of computer science to pursue Alumni survey Level 3 on survey rubric Biennially Biennially
advanced practical work in industry
Plan, cre_ate_and integrate ora}l and written - Direct assessment of _ _
communication of [mathematical and algorithmic . Level 3 on project rubric Annual Annual
. . . . student collaborative
ideas] effectively to audiences having a range of .
. ; research projects
technical understanding.
Formulate and analyze technical requirements for Direct assessment of Level 3 on project rubric Annual Annual

new or
existing projects

student collaborative
research projects
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BI10O 1221, 1231, and
4811

Loop-Closing
University Undergraduate Goals Supporting Program Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Administration | Timeline
Objective/Outcome Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate Administer ETS exit exam ETS National Exam 50% of graduates score at or Annually, late Annual
knowledge, and expertise in to all chemical biology above 75" percentile (two- spring.
applying this knowledge, in graduates. year running average)
their fields.
Departmental review of exit Alignment of curriculum with
exam results. Review exit exam questions; At least once
how the chem.biology identification of weak every four
program corresponds to points. years.
the questions asked on
the ETS exit exam.
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate Course work in: Direct assessment of Faculty judgment Annual Annual
effective use of technology Students must student assignments.
and the ability to apply it in individually and
their fields. successfully use Course objectives 80% “confident” and “very Annual Annual
instrumentation confident” overall of their
available in the mastery of the course
department. objectives.
BI1O 2323, BIO 4813
I. 1. Graduates will be Students will write a paper | Direct assessment of 80% “satisfactory” or Annual Annual
literate and skilled in as part of BIO 2323. student assignments with “superior” performance.
written and oral rubric
communication. Laboratory reports will be
evaluated using rubric,
including standards for Direct assessment of 80% “satisfactory” or Annual Annual
organization, language, | student assignments with “superior” performance.
and visual rubric
communication (tables Continuous by
and graphs). WPE Pass the WPE Annual University
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. Graduates will be aware of the

diverse basis of our culture
and will demonstrate both
breadth and depth in the arts
and the humanities.

. Graduates will be

aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

. Graduates will demonstrate

competence in mathematics
and in the use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.

. Graduates will demonstrate

creativity and critical thinking,
as well as analytical and
problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

Students will analyze and
present a paper from the
literature to a panel of
faculty and students as
part of BIO 4813.

Selected courses will
include laboratory
exercises in which
students must plan
experiments and
understand results with
minimal assistance.

BIO 1221

Direct assessment of
student assignments with
rubric

Direct assessment of
student assignments with
rubric

80% “satisfactory” or
“superior” performance by
the senior year.

80% “satisfactory” or
“superior” performance.

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual
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1.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
high level of professionalism
and integrity, responsible
decision making, confidence
in approaching opportunities,
and pride in their abilities.

Course objectives will be
developed for biology
courses. Students in
selected courses will be
surveyed at the end of
the term as to whether
these objectives have
been met.

Exit interview of
graduates.

Course objectives

Chair evaluation

80% “confident” and “very
confident” overall of their
mastery of the course
objectives.

80% “satisfied” or “very
satisfied” with their chemical
biology preparation.

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual

1n.2.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
understanding of themselves
and others, sensitivity to other
cultures in the context of
globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

1.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.

11.4.

Graduates will have been
made aware of the importance
of lifelong learning.

I1.5.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
global and societal
perspective.
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IV.1. Graduates will have had On team laboratory Instructor and team —self | Faculty judgment Annual Annual
defined roles in teamwork exercises, require evaluation
experiences in which both recording and reporting
process and progress are each team member’s
monitored. contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for
effective teamwork.
BIO 1221 and 1231
Opportunities to develop
leadership skills will be
provided in
extracurricular
professional activities
(such as Michigan
Biology student
section).
IV.2. Graduates will have had team On team laboratory Instructor and team —self | Faculty judgment Annual Annual
experiences in which they exercises, require evaluation
focus on a common goal, take recording and reporting
responsibility for their own each team member’s
contributions as well as for the contribution; evaluation
team’s product, and evaluate includes criteria for
one another’s contribution to effective teamwork.
the team.
BIO 1221 and 1231
IV.3. Graduates will have had team On team laboratory Instructor and team —self | Faculty judgment Annual Annual

experiences in which they
practice making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

exercises, require
recording and reporting
each team member’s
contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for
effective teamwork.

BIO 1221 and 1231

evaluation
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V. 1.

Graduates will have had
opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to their
community and to society.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

Best practices course on
Ethics in
Biomed. program

Course objectives

80% “confident” and “very
confident” overall of their
mastery of the course
objectives.

Annual

Annual
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the department. Includes analysis
of unknown substances, student-
synthesized materials, or natural
samples.

confident” overall of
their mastery of the
course objectives.

Loop-Closing
University Undergraduate Goals Supporting Program Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Administration | Timeline
Objective/Outcome Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate Administer ETS exit exam to all ETS National Exam 60% of graduates score at or | Annually, late Annual
knowledge, and expertise in Chemistry graduates. above 75" percentile spring.
applying this knowledge, in (two-year running
their fields. average)
Departmental review of exit exam
results. Review how the Chemistry Alignment of curriculum At least once
program corresponds to the questions with exit exam questions; every four
asked on the ETS exit exam identification of weak years.
points
Mid-course departmental review of Direct assessment of Students making Annual
students during Junior year student assignments. satisfactory progress:
intervention where
appropriate
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate Course work in: Direct assessment of Faculty judgment Annual Annual
effective use of technology CHMA4632 — Instrumental Analysis student assignments. The designation of
and the ability to apply itin CHMA4542 — Physical Analytical Lab I1 Qualified/Not Qualified
their fields. CHM3463 — Advanced Synthesis will be given. 80% will
receive a “Qualified”
Students must individually and designation
successfully use instrumentation
and chemical literature available in | Course objectives 80% ““confident” and “very |Annual Annual
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Il. 1. Graduates will be

literate and skilled in
written and oral
communication.

Students will write a paper as part of
CHM3452 (Intermediate Inorganic
Chemistry), CHM3383
(Environmental Chemistry), and
CHM3623 (Polymer Chemistry).

Laboratory reports will be evaluated
using rubric, including standards
for organization, language, and
visual communication (tables and

graphs).

Direct assessment of
student assignments with
rubric

Direct assessment of
student assignments with
rubric

WPE

80% “satisfactory” or

“superior” performance.

80% “satisfactory” or
“superior” performance.

Pass the WPE

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual

Continuous by
University

. Graduates will be aware of

the diverse basis of our
culture and will demonstrate
both breadth and depth in the
arts and the humanities.

. Graduates will be

aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

. Graduates will demonstrate

competence in mathematics
and in the use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.
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Graduates will demonstrate
creativity and critical
thinking, as well as analytical
and problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

Students will analyze and present a
paper from the chemical literature
to a panel of faculty and students as
part of CHM4643 (Advanced
Inorganic), and CHM4723
(Advanced Organic).

Selected courses will include
laboratory exercises in which
students must plan experiments and
understand results with minimal
assistance.

Courses may include:

CHM 4632 - Instrumental Analysis
and/or

CHM 3463 - Advanced Synthesis

Direct assessment of
student assignments with
rubric

Direct assessment of
student assignments with
rubric

80% “satisfactory” or
“superior” performance
by the senior year.

80% “satisfactory” or
“superior” performance.

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual

1.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
high level of professionalism
and integrity, responsible
decision making, confidence
in approaching opportunities,
and pride in their abilities.

Course objectives will be developed
for all chemistry courses above
CHM1213. Students in selected
courses will be surveyed at the end
of the term as to whether these
objectives have been met.

Exit interview of graduates.

Course objectives

Chair evaluation

80% “confident” and “very
confident” overall of their
mastery of the course
objectives.

80% “satisfied” or “very
satisfied” with their
chemistry preparation.

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual

1.2

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
understanding of themselves
and others, sensitivity to
other cultures in the context
of globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

1.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.




187

I11.4. Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

I11.5. Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
global and societal
perspective.

IV.1. Graduates will have had
defined roles in teamwork
experiences in which both
process and progress are
monitored.

On team laboratory exercises, require

recording and reporting each team
member’s contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for effective
teamwork.

Courses may include:

CHM4632 - Instrumental Analysis
and/or CHM4542 - Physical
Analytical Lab I

CHM 3463 - Advanced Synthesis

Opportunities to develop leadership
skills will be provided in
extracurricular professional activities
(ACS Student Section).

Instructor and team —self
evaluation

Faculty judgment

Annual

Annual

IV.2. Graduates will have had team
experiences in which they
focus on a common goal, take
responsibility for their own
contributions as well as for
the team’s product, and
evaluate one another’s
contribution to the team.

On team laboratory exercises, require

recording and reporting each team
member’s contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for effective
teamwork.

Courses may include:

CHMA4632 - Instrumental Analysis
and/or CHM4542 - Physical
Analytical Lab Il

CHM 3463 - Advanced Synthesis

Instructor and team —self
evaluation

Faculty judgment

Annual

Annual
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IV.3. Graduates will have had team

experiences in which they
practice making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

On team laboratory exercises, require
recording and reporting each team
member’s contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for effective
teamwork.

Courses may include:

CHM4632 - Instrumental Analysis
and/or CHM4542 - Physical
Analytical Lab Il

CHM 3463 - Advanced Synthesis

Instructor and team —self
evaluation

Faculty judgment

Annual

Annual

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to their
community and to society.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

PSC 3001 course

Course objectives

80% “confident” and “very
confident” overall of
their mastery of the
course objectives.

Annual

Annual
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and chemical literature available in
the department. Includes analysis
of unknown substances, student-
synthesized materials, or natural
samples.

confident” overall of
their mastery of the
course objectives.

Loop-Closing
University Undergraduate Goals Supporting Program Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Administration | Timeline
Objective/Outcome Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate Administer ETS exit exam to all ETS National Exam 60% of graduates score at or | Annually, late Annual
knowledge, and expertise in Chemistry graduates. above 75" percentile spring.
applying this knowledge, in (two-year running
their fields. average)
Departmental review of exit exam
results. Review how the Alignment of curriculum At least once
Environmental Chemistry program with exit exam questions; every four
corresponds to the questions asked on identification of weak years.
the ETS exit exam points
Mid-course departmental review of Direct assessment of Students making Annual
students during Junior year student assignments. satisfactory progress:
intervention where
appropriate
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate Course work in: Direct assessment of Faculty judgment Annual Annual
effective use of technology CHMA4632 — Instrumental Analysis student assignments. The designation of
and the ability to apply itin CHMA4542 — Physical Analytical Lab I1 Qualified/Not Qualified
their fields. CHM 3392 — Environmental Sampling will be given. 80% will
CHM3463 — Advanced Synthesis receive a “Qualified”
designation
Students must individually and
successfully use instrumentation Course objectives 80% “confident” and “very |Annual Annual
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I. 1. Graduates will be Students will write a paper as part of Direct assessment of 80% “satisfactory” or Annual Annual
literate and skilled in CHM3452 (Intermediate Inorganic | student assignments with “superior” performance.
written and oral Chemistry) and CHM3383 rubric
communication. (Environmental Chemistry)
Laboratory reports will be evaluated Annual Annual
using rubric, including standards Direct assessment of 80% “satisfactory” or
for organization, language, and student assignments with | “superior” performance.
visual communication (tables and rubric
graphs).
WPE Pass the WPE Annual Continuous by
University
Il. 2. Graduates will be aware of
the diverse basis of our
culture and will demonstrate
both breadth and depth in the
arts and the humanities.
1. 3. Graduates will be
aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.
Il. 4. Graduates will demonstrate
competence in mathematics
and in the use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.
1. 5. Graduates will demonstrate Selected courses will include Direct assessment of 80% “satisfactory” or Annual Annual

creativity and critical
thinking, as well as analytical
and problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

laboratory exercises in which
students must plan experiments and
understand results with minimal
assistance.

Courses may include:

CHM 4632 - Instrumental Analysis
and/or

CHM 3463 - Advanced Synthesis

student assignments with
rubric

“superior” performance
by the senior year.
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1.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
high level of professionalism
and integrity, responsible
decision making, confidence
in approaching opportunities,
and pride in their abilities.

Course objectives will be developed
for all chemistry courses above
CHM1213. Students in selected
courses will be surveyed at the end
of the term as to whether these
objectives have been met.

Exit interview of graduates.

Course objectives

Chair evaluation

80% “confident” and “very
confident” overall of their
mastery of the course
objectives.

80% “satisfied” or “very
satisfied” with their
chemistry preparation.

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual

1n.2.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
understanding of themselves
and others, sensitivity to
other cultures in the context
of globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

11.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.

1.4

Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

I1.5.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
global and societal
perspective.
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IV.1. Graduates will have had
defined roles in teamwork
experiences in which both
process and progress are
monitored.

On team laboratory exercises, require
recording and reporting each team
member’s contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for effective
teamwork.

Courses may include:

CHM4632 - Instrumental Analysis
and/or CHM4542 - Physical
Analytical Lab Il

CHM 3463 - Advanced Synthesis

Opportunities to develop leadership
skills will be provided extracurricular
professional activities (ACS Student
Section).

Instructor and team —self
evaluation

Faculty judgement

Annual

Annual

IV.2. Graduates will have had team
experiences in which they
focus on a common goal, take
responsibility for their own
contributions as well as for
the team’s product, and
evaluate one another’s
contribution to the team.

On team laboratory exercises, require
recording and reporting each team
member’s contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for effective
teamwork.

Courses may include:

CHMA4632 - Instrumental Analysis
and/or CHM4542 - Physical
Analytical Lab Il

CHM 3463 - Advanced Synthesis

Instructor and team —self
evaluation

Faculty judgement

Annual

Annual

IV.3. Graduates will have had team
experiences in which they
practice making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

On team laboratory exercises, require
recording and reporting each team
member’s contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for effective
teamwork.

Courses may include:

CHMA4632 - Instrumental Analysis
and/or CHM4542 - Physical
Analytical Lab Il

CHM 3463 - Advanced Synthesis

Instructor and team —self
evaluation

Faculty judgement

Annual

Annual
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V. 1.

Graduates will have had
opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to their
community and to society.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

PSC 3001 course

Course objectives

80% “confident” and “very
confident” overall of
their mastery of the
course objectives.

Annual

Annual
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the diverse basis of our
culture and will demonstrate
both breadth and depth in the
arts and the humanities.

Loop-Closing
University Undergraduate Goals Supporting Program Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Administration | Timeline
Objective/Outcome Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate Administer ETS exit exam to all ETS National Exam 50% of graduates score at or | Annually, late Annual
knowledge, and expertise in Molecular & Cell Biology above 75" percentile spring.
applying this knowledge, in graduates. (two-year running
their fields. average)
Departmental review of exit exam
results. Review how the Molecular & Alignment of curriculum At least once
Cell Biology program corresponds to with exit exam questions; every four
the questions asked on the ETS exit identification of weak years.
exam points.
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate Course work in: Direct assessment of Faculty judgment Annual Annual
effective use of technology Students must individually and student assignments.
and the ability to apply it in successfully use instrumentation
their fields. available in the department. Course objectives 80% “confident” and “very Annual Annual
confident” overall of
BIO 2323, BIO 4813 their mastery of the
course objectives.
I. 1. Graduates will be Students will write a paper as part of Direct assessment of 80% “satisfactory” or Annual Annual
literate and skilled in BIO 2323. student assignments with “superior” performance.
written and oral rubric
communication.
Laboratory reports will be evaluated Direct assessment of
using rubric, including standards student assignments with | 80% “satisfactory” or Annual Annual
for organization, language, and rubric “superior” performance.
visual communication (tables and
graphs). WPE Pass the WPE Annual Continuous by
University
BI1O 1221, 1231, and 4811
Il. 2. Graduates will be aware of
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1. 3. Graduates will be
aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

Il. 4. Graduates will demonstrate
competence in mathematics
and in the use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.

I. 5. Graduates will demonstrate Students will analyze and present a Direct assessment of 80% “satisfactory” or Annual Annual
creativity and critical paper from the literature to a panel | student assignments with “superior” performance
thinking, as well as analytical of faculty and students as part of rubric by the senior year.
and problem solving skills BIO 4813.
consistent with the
technological focus of the Selected courses will include
University. laboratory exercises in which Direct assessment of 80% “satisfactory” or Annual Annual
students must plan experiments and | student assignments with | “superior” performance.
understand results with minimal rubric
assistance.
BIO 1221 and BIO 4813
I11.1. Graduates will have had Course objectives will be developed Course objectives 80% “confident” and “very | Annual Annual
experiences that promote a for biology courses. Students in confident” overall of their
high level of professionalism selected courses will be surveyed mastery of the course
and integrity, responsible at the end of the term as to whether objectives.
decision making, confidence these objectives have been met.
in approaching opportunities,
and pride in their abilities. Exit interview of graduates. Chair evaluation 80% “satisfied” or “very Annual Annual

satisfied” with their
chemical biology
preparation.
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I11.2. Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
understanding of themselves
and others, sensitivity to
other cultures in the context
of globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

I11.3. Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.

I11.4. Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

I11.5. Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
global and societal
perspective.

IV.1. Graduates will have had
defined roles in teamwork
experiences in which both
process and progress are
monitored.

On team laboratory exercises, require
recording and reporting each team
member’s contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for effective
teamwork.

BI1O 1221 and 1231

Opportunities to develop leadership
skills will be provided in
extracurricular professional
activities (such as Michigan
Biology student section).

Instructor and team —self
evaluation

Faculty judgment

Annual

Annual
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IV.2. Graduates will have had team | On team laboratory exercises, require Instructor and team —self | Faculty judgment Annual Annual
experiences in which they recording and reporting each team evaluation
focus on a common goal, take member’s contribution; evaluation
responsibility for their own includes criteria for effective
contributions as well as for teamwork.
the team’s product, and
evaluate one another’s BIO 1221 and 1231
contribution to the team.
IV.3. Graduates will have had team | On team laboratory exercises, require Instructor and team —self | Faculty judgment Annual Annual
experiences in which they recording and reporting each team evaluation
practice making decisions, member’s contribution; evaluation
reaching consensus, and includes criteria for effective
resolving conflicts. teamwork.
BIO 1221 and 1231
V. 1. Graduates will have had
opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to their
community and to society.
V. 2. Graduates will have had Best practices course on Ethics in Course objectives 80% “confident” and “very Annual Annual

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

Biomed. program

confident” overall of
their mastery of the
course objectives.
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BS in Physics
Loop-Closing
University Undergraduate Goals Supporting Program Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Administration | Timeline
Objective/Outcome Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate Administer ETS exit exam to all ETS National Exam 60% of graduates score at or | Annually, late Annual
knowledge, and expertise in physics graduates. above 75" percentile spring.
applying this knowledge, in (two-year running
their fields. Departmental review of exit exam average)
results. Review how the Physics
program corresponds to the questions Alignment of curriculum At least once
asked on the ETS exit exam with exit exam questions; every four
identification of weak years.
points.
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate Take the Physics Lab courses: Direct assessment of Faculty judgment Every semester Annual
effective use of technology - PHY3661 - Contemporary student assignments. The designation of
and the ability to apply it in Physics Lab Qualified/Not Qualified
their fields. - PHY4781 — Optics, Lasers & will be given. 80% will
Micro Lab receive a “Qualified”
designation
Twice a semester , a peer assessment
will be performed (with Instructor
input). The subject of the
assessment will be the use of
instrumentation in these labs.
I. 1. Graduates will be The student who will take the Physics | Direct assessment of 80% of the students will Annual Annual
literate and skilled in Project courses PHY4912 & student assignments with earn a B+ or better for
written and oral PHY4922 will write reports and rubric the presentation of
communication. make oral presentations; evaluation written reports for each
by rubric. Physics 3653 will give a course
book or literature report.
80% of the students will Annual Annual
earn a B+ or better for
presentations of oral
reports for each course.
WPE Pass the WPE Annual Continuous by

University
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. Graduates will be aware of

the diverse basis of our
culture and will demonstrate
both breadth and depth in the
arts and the humanities.

. Graduates will be

aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

. Graduates will demonstrate

competence in mathematics
and in the use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.

. Graduates will demonstrate

creativity and critical
thinking, as well as analytical
and problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

All Physics Lab reports in the
PHY3661 and PHY4781 courses will
require an analysis section where the
student are expected to due a thorough
analysis includes data analysis

The PHY3661 and PHY4781 courses
will include laboratory exercises for
which no instructions will be
provided. Students must plan
experiments and understand results.

Direct assessment of
student assignments with
rubric

Direct assessment of
student assignments with
rubric

Give a separate grade for
the analysis. Rubrics, based
on NIST standards, will be
used. 80% of the Lab
reports will show a B+ or
better on the analysis.

80% of the students will
earn a B+ or better for the
lab reports where no
instructions will be given.

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual
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1.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
high level of professionalism
and integrity, responsible
decision making, confidence
in approaching opportunities,
and pride in their abilities.

Course objectives will be developed
for all Physics courses. Students in
selected courses will be surveyed at
the end of the term as to whether
these objectives have been met.

Exit interview of graduates.

Course objectives

Chair evaluation

2

80% ““‘somewhat confident
and “very confident”
overall of their mastery of
the course objectives.

80% “satisfied” or “very
satisfied” with their Physics
preparation.

Annual

Annual

Annual

Annual

1.2

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
understanding of themselves
and others, sensitivity to
other cultures in the context
of globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

11.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.

1.4

Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

I1.5.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
global and societal
perspective.
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IV.1. Graduates will have had On team laboratory exercises, require Instructor and team —self | Faculty judgment Every semester Annual
defined roles in teamwork recording and reporting each team evaluation
experiences in which both member’s contribution; evaluation Team process check survey
process and progress are includes criteria for effective will be used that identify
monitored. teamwork. the student roles in the lab.
These check lists must be
Some sections of PHY2413/2423 included in the lab reports.
will implement team concepts into
course work. ldentify team member 80% of responses with
roles in team exercises. always satisfied or
frequently satisfied to the
Opportunities to develop leadership team process survey
skills will be provided in which will also include
extracurricular activities in student pier evaluation to assess
organizations(participation in SPS). team member
contributions.
IV.2. Graduates will have had team | On team laboratory exercises, require Instructor and team —self | Faculty judgment Annual Annual
experiences in which they recording and reporting each team evaluation
focus on a common goal, take member’s contribution; evaluation
responsibility for their own includes criteria for effective
contributions as well as for teamwork.
the team’s product, and
evaluate one another’s
contribution to the team.
IV.3. Graduates will have had team | On team laboratory exercises, require Instructor and team —self | Faculty judgment Annual Annual

experiences in which they
practice making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

recording and reporting each team
member’s contribution; evaluation
includes criteria for effective
teamwork.

evaluation
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V. 1.

Graduates will have had
opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to their
community and to society.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.

PSC 3001

Course objectives

80% “confident” and “very
confident” overall of
their mastery of the
course objectives.

Annual

Annual
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Goals (University) *Supporting Program Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Admin Loop/Close
Objective/Outcome Timeline Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate Assignments, Means and std. Every Annual
knowledge and expertise in applying this A&C examinations, project deviations for quizzes semester
knowledge , in their fields work, documentation, and tests
class interaction
1. 2. Graduates will demonstrate effective Every Annual
use of technology and the ability to apply | B&D Senior project Assessment of semester
is in their fields demonstrable product effectiveness of product
function
Il. 1. Graduates will be literate and skilled COM3000, Assignments, | Pass the Written Prof. Every Annual
written and oral communication G papers Exam semester
Il. 2. Graduates will be aware of the Assignments, class Assessment of course Every Annual
diverse basis of our culture and will 1&1J interaction material semester
demonstrate both breadth and depth in the
arts and the humanities
I1. 3. Graduates will be aware of the LTU core curriculum Assessment of course Every Annual
foundations and development of American | | material semester
society
11.4. Graduates will demonstrate Senior project Quality of analysis of Every Annual
competence in mathematics in the use of B demonstrable product product development semester
the scientific method and laboratory
technique
11.5. Graduates will demonstrate creativity Senior project Assess Innovativeness Every Annual
and critical thinking, as well as analytical C&F demonstrable product of product semester

and problem solving skills constituent with
the technological focus of the University.
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I11. 1. Graduates will have had experiences Senior project Advisory Board Every Annual
that promote a high level of demonstrable product evaluation of product semester
professionalism and integrity, presentation and
responsibility, decision making, demonstration
confidence in approaching opportunities
I11. 2. Graduates will have had experiences Direct assessment of Observed student Every Annual
that promote the understanding of student in classroom behavior in classroom semester
themselves and others, sensitivity to other settings and campus settings
cultures in the context of globalization,
and interpersonal skills.
I11. 3. Graduates will have had experiences Senior project Assess student behavior | Every Annual
that promote the ability to analyze demonstrable product in class and evaluate semester
unfamiliar situations, assess risk, and product plan of action
formulate plans of action.
I11. 4. Graduates will have been made Student participation in Feedback from alumni Every Annual
aware of the importance of lifelong learning outside of surveys semester
learning. classroom
I11. 5. Graduates will have had experiences LTU core curriculum Feedback from alumni Every Annual
that promote a global and societal surveys semester
perspective
IV. 1. Graduates will have had defined Senior project Instructor and peer Every Annual
roles in teamwork experiences in which demonstrable product evaluation of student semester
both process and progress are monitored. participation in team
effort
IV. 2. Graduates will have had team Senior project Instructor and peer Every Annual
experiences in which they focus on a demonstrable product evaluation of student semester

common goal, take responsibility for their
own contributions as well as the team’s
product, and evaluate one another’s
contribution to the team.

participation in team
effort
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resolving conflicts.

IV. 3. Graduates will have had team Senior project Instructor and peer Every Annual
experiences in which they practice making | E demonstrable product evaluation of student semester
decisions, reaching consensus, and actions in team

professional ethics.

V. 1. Graduates will have had Student exposed to many | Feedback from alumni Every Annual
opportunities to learn the value of | courses and classroom surveys semester

contributing to their community and to situations

society.

V. 2. Graduates will have had Student exposed to many | Observed student Every Annual
opportunities to develop personal values as | | courses and classroom behavior with other semester

the foundation of integrity and situations students

* See Program Objectives/Outcomes below.

Program Objectives/Outcomes

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I

J

K

an appropriate mastery of the knowledge, techniques, skills, and modern tools of their disciplines

an ability to apply current knowledge and adapt to emerging applications of mathematics, science, engineering, and technology
an ability to conduct, analyze, and interpret experiments, and apply experimental results to improve processes

an ability to apply creativity in the design of systems, components, or processes appropriate to program educational objectives
an ability to function effectively on teams

an ability to identify, analyze and solve technical problems

an ability to communicate effectively

a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in lifelong learning

an ability to understand professional, ethical and social responsibilities

a respect for diversity and knowledge of contemporary professional, societal and global issues

a commitment to quality, timeliness, and continuous improvement
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Loop-Closing
Goals (University) Supporting Program Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Administration Timeline
Objective/Outcome Timeline
Outcome #13 Project Management: Direct assessment of student Level 3 on direct Every semester. Annual
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate | Analyze a proposed project and assignments. assessment rubric.
knowledge, and expertise formulate documents for
in applying this incorporation into the project plan.
knowledge, in their fields. Direct assessment of student Level 3 on direct Every semester Annual
Outcome #14 Breadth in CE Areas: assignments. assessment rubric.
Analyze and solve well-defined
engineering problems in at least four
technical areas appropriate to civil Fundamentals of Engineering Above national average | Every semester Every two
engineering. Exam for Carnegie peer years.
institutions.
Outcome #15 Technical Direct assessment of student Level 3 on direct Every semester Annual
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate | Specialization: Apply specialized assignments. assessment rubric.
effective use of technology | tools or technologies to solve
and the ability to apply it problems in traditional or emerging Advisory Board evaluation of | Level 3 on technical Spring semester Annual
in their fields. specialized technical areas of civil senior projects. presentation rubric.
engineering.
Outcome #16 Communication: Advisory Board & faculty Level 3 on presentation | Spring semester Annual

1. 1. Graduates will be
literate and skilled
in written and oral
communication.

Plan, compose, and integrate the
verbal, written, virtual, and
graphical communication of a
project to technical and non-
technical audiences.

evaluation of senior project
presentations.

WPE

rubric

Pass the WPE

Every semester

Continuous by
University

Il. 2. Graduates will be aware of
the diverse basis of our
culture and will
demonstrate both breadth
and depth in the arts and
the humanities.

Outcome #3 Humanities:
Demonstrate the importance of the
humanities in the professional
practice of engineering.

1. 3. Graduates will be
aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

Outcome #4 Social Sciences:
Demonstrate the incorporation of
social sciences knowledge into the

professional practice of engineering.
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Outcome #1 Mathematics: Solve

Il. 4. Graduates will demonstrate | problems in mathematics through
competence in differential equations and apply this
mathematics and in the use | knowledge to the solution of
of the scientific method engineering problems.
and laboratory technique.
Outcome #8 Problem Recognition Direct assessment of student Level 4 on direct Every semester. Annual
1. 5. Graduates will demonstrate | and Solving: Develop problem assignments. assessment rubric.
creativity and critical statements and solve both well-
thinking, as well as defined and open-ended civil
analytical and problem engineering problems by selecting
solving skills consistent and applying appropriate techniques
with the technological and tools.
focus of the University.
I11.1. Graduates will have had Outcome #24 Professional and Direct assessment of student Level 3 on direct Every semester. Annual
experiences that promote a | Ethical Responsibility: Explain the | assignments. assessment rubric.
high level of many aspects of professionalism and
professionalism and what it means to be a member of the
integrity, responsible civil engineering profession;
decision making, analyze a situation involving Fundamentals of Engineering Above national average | Every semester Every two
confidence in approaching multiple conflicting professional and | Exam for Carnegie peer years.
opportunities, and pride in ethical interests to determine an institutions.
their abilities. appropriate course of action.
I11.2. Graduates will have had

experiences that promote
the understanding of
themselves and others,
sensitivity to other cultures
in the context of
globalization, and
interpersonal skills.
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Outcome #8 Problem Recognition Direct assessment of student Level 4 on direct Every semester Annual
I11.3. Graduates will have had and Solving: Develop problem assignments. assessment rubric
experiences that promote statements and solve both well-
the ability to analyze defined and open-ended civil
unfamiliar situations, engineering problems by selecting
assess risk, and formulate and applying appropriate techniques
plans of action. and tools.
Direct assessment of student
Outcome #12 Risk and Uncertainty: | assignments (CE and MCS).
Apply principles of probability and
statistics and solve problems
containing uncertainty
Outcome #23 Lifelong Learning: Direct assessment of student Level 4 on direct Every semester Annual
I11.4. Graduates will have been Demonstrate the ability for self- assignments. assessment rubric
made aware of the directed learning and identify
importance of lifelong additional knowledge, skills and
learning. attitudes appropriate for continued
professional practice.
Outcome #19 Globalization:
I11.5. Graduates will have had Explain global issues related to
experiences that promote a | professional practice, infrastructure,
global and societal environment and service populations
perspective. as such issues arise across cultures
and countries.
IV.1. Graduates will have had Outcome #21 Teamwork: Function Peer evaluation rubric in Level 3 on direct Spring Semester Annual
defined roles in teamwork effectively as a member of an intra- senior design. assessment rubric
experiences in which both disciplinary team and evaluate the
process and progress are performance of the team and Faculty and Professional Spring Semester Annual
monitored. individual team members rubric evaluation in senior Level 3 on direct
design. assessment rubric.
IV.2. Graduates will have had Outcome #21 Teamwork: Function Peer evaluation rubric in Level 3 on rubric Spring Semester Annual
team experiences in which effectively as a member of an intra- senior design.
they focus on a common disciplinary team and evaluate the
goal, take responsibility for | performance of the team and Faculty and Professional Level 3 on rubric. Spring Semester Annual

their own contributions as
well as for the team’s
product, and evaluate one
another’s contribution to
the team.

individual team members

rubric evaluation in senior
design.
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IV.3. Graduates will have had Outcome #21 Teamwork: Function Peer evaluation rubric in Level 3 on rubric Spring Semester Annual
team experiences in which effectively as a member of an intra- senior design.
they practice making disciplinary team and evaluate the
decisions, reaching performance of the team and Faculty and Professional Level 3 on rubric. Spring Semester Annual
consensus, and resolving individual team members rubric evaluation in senior
conflicts. design.
V. 1. Graduates will have had
opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to
their community and to
society.
V. 2. Graduates will have had Outcome #24 Professional and Direct assessment of student Level 3 on direct Every semester. Annual
opportunities to develop Ethical Responsibility: Explain the | assignments. assessment rubric.
personal values as the many aspects of professionalism and
foundation of integrity and | what it means to be a member of the
professional ethics. civil engineering profession;
analyze a situation involving Fundamentals of Engineering Above national average | Every semester Every two
multiple conflicting professional and | Exam for Carnegie peer years.

ethical interests to determine an
appropriate course of action.

institutions.
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skilled in written
and oral
communication.

Loop-
Goals (University) Supporting Program Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators | Administration Closing
Objective/Outcome Timeline Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will PEOU AB C E K Direct Assessment Published Rubrics Each semester Each
demonstrate knowledge, using Rubrics year
and expertise in applying
this knowledge, in their
fields.
PEOUA KL M
I. 2. Graduates will PEO 1,2 3 Direct Assessment Published Rubrics Each semester Each
demonstrate effective use using Rubrics year
of technology and the
ability to apply it in their
fields.
PEOU G
1. 1. Graduates will Senior project direct | Published rubrics Each semester Each
be literate and assessment year

Educational Objectives: (PEO)

To graduate electrical engineering
students who

1.

possess the problem-solving
and critical judgment skills
required of competent citizens
in an increasingly technological
society;

are able to undertake entry-
level engineering projects in
local industry;

are capable of growing in
competence and responsibility;

are prepared to undertake
graduate study.

Educational Outcomes: (PEOU)

All electrical engineering graduates

must have:

a)

b)

c)

an ability to apply knowledge of
mathematics, science, and
engineering

an ability to design and conduct
experiments, as well as to

analyze and interpret data

an ability to design an electrical
system, component, or process
to meet desired needs within




211

d)

f)

1))

h)

)

realistic constraints such as
economic, environmental, social,
political, ethical, health and
safety, manufacturability, and
sustainability

an ability to function on
multidisciplinary teams

an ability to identify, formulate,
and solve electrical engineering
problems

an understanding of professional
and ethical responsibility

an ability to communicate

effectively

the broad education necessary to
understand the impact of
engineering solutions in a global,
economic, environmental, and

societal context

a recognition of the need for, and
an ability to engage in life-long

learning

a knowledge of contemporary

issues
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k) an ability to use the techniques,
skills, and modern engineering
tools necessary for electrical
engineering practice

1) an ability to plan, design,
simulate, fabricate, construct,
and test circuit hardware

Source for the obve objectives
and outcomes:

http://www.Itu.edu/engineering/e
lectricalandcomputer/ece_objecti
ves.asp

Il. 2. Graduates will be aware

of the diverse basis of our
culture and will
demonstrate both breadth
and depth in the arts and
the humanities.

. Graduates will

be aware of the
foundations and
development of

American
society.
PEO #1
Il. 4. Graduates will PEOU AL M Direct Assessment Published Rubrics Each semester Each
demonstrate competence using Rubrics year

in mathematics and in the
use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.
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Graduates will
demonstrate creativity
and critical thinking, as
well as analytical and
problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

PEO #1
PEOU C,H,J

Direct Assessment
using Rubrics

Published Rubrics

Each semester

Each
year

1.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
a high level of
professionalism and
integrity, responsible
decision making,
confidence in
approaching
opportunities, and pride in
their abilities.

PEO #1, #4
PEOU I, K

Senior project direct
assessment

Published rubrics

Each semester

Each
year

1.2

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
the understanding of
themselves and others,
sensitivity to other
cultures in the context of
globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

PEO 1
PEOU CandH and
|

Senior project and
laboratory direct
assessment

Published rubrics

Each semester

Each
year

1.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
the ability to analyze
unfamiliar situations,
assess risk, and formulate
plans of action.

PEO 1,2
PEOU C,E, M and
L

Direct Assessment
using Rubrics

Published Rubrics

Each semester

Each
year

1.4

Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

PEO #1,#3,#4
PEOU |

Special lifelong
learning presentation
with department
mandated
reinforcement

Published special
assessment tool
with associated
rubric

Each semester

Each
year
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11.5.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote
a global and societal
perspective.

V.1

Graduates will have had
defined roles in teamwork
experiences in which both
process and progress are
monitored.

PEO #1,2
PEOU D

Senior project direct
assessment

Published rubrics

Each semester

Each
year

V.2,

Graduates will have had
team experiences in
which they focus on a
common goal, take
responsibility for their
own contributions as well
as for the team’s product,
and evaluate one
another’s contribution to
the team.

PEO #1,2
PEOU D

Senior project direct
assessment

Published rubrics

Each semester

Each
year

IV.3.

Graduates will have had
team experiences in
which they practice
making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.

PEO #1
PEOU D

Senior project direct
assessment

Published rubrics

Each semester

Each
year

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to
their community and to
society.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity
and professional ethics.

PEO #1, #2
PEOU F

Special ethics
learning presentation
with department
mandated
reinforcement

Published special
assessment tool
with associated
rubric

Each semester

Each
year
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Administration | Loop-Closing
Goals (University) Assessments Indicators Timeline Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate knowledge, FE style questions on final exams in 70% of students receive a score | Yearly (fall or Departmental
and expertise in applying this EME3003, EME3034, EME3043 of 60% or higher spring) review every
knowledge, in their fields. two years
Quiz on design technique in EGE1012, 70% of students receive a score
EME3011, EME4212, EME4222 Of 50%, 70%, 80%, and 87%,
respectively, or higher
Graded problems based on rubric in 50% of students receive a score
EGE2013, EME3013, EME4003, EGE3003, of 70% or higher
EME3024, EME4013
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate effective use | Evaluation of coursework in EGE1012, TBD Yearly (fall or Departmental
of technology and the ability to apply it EGE1101, EGE1201, EGE1301, EME2012, spring) review every
in their fields. EME3033 two years
I. 1. Graduates will be literate and University Writing Proficiency Exam (WPE) | All graduates must pass WPE Continuous None
skilled in written and oral
communication. University Oral Communications Program N/A N/A N/A
Evaluation of oral presentation in EME4412, TBD Yearly (fall or Departmental
EME4212, EME4222 spring) review every
two years
Il. 2. Graduates will be aware of the diverse Senior Humanities Elective N/A N/A N/A
basis of our culture and will demonstrate
both breadth and depth in the arts and the
humanities.
1. 3. Graduates will be aware of the Track courses in Humanities N/A N/A N/A

foundations and development of
American society.
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1. 4. Graduates will demonstrate competence FE style questions on final exams in 70% of students receive a score | Yearly (fall or Departmental
in mathematics and in the use of the EME3003, EME3034, EME3043 of 60% or higher spring) review every
scientific method and laboratory two years
technique. Exam questions on laboratory technique in 70% of students receive a score | Yearly (fall or

EME4412 of 60% or higher spring)

I. 5. Graduates will demonstrate creativity ACT/CAAP survey N/A N/A N/A
and critical thinking, as well as
analytical and problem solving skills
consistent with the technological focus
of the University.

I11.1. Graduates will have had experiences that | University Leadership Program N/A N/A N/A
promote a high level of professionalism
and integrity, responsible decision
making, confidence in approaching
opportunities, and pride in their abilities.

I11.2. Graduates will have had experiences that | University Leadership Program N/A N/A N/A
promote the understanding of themselves
and others, sensitivity to other cultures in
the context of globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

I11.3. Graduates will have had experiences that | University Leadership Program N/A N/A N/A
promote the ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and formulate
plans of action.

I11.4. Graduates will have been made aware of | Alumni Survey TBD Every spring Departmental
the importance of lifelong learning. review every

Seminars (with exit survey) on contemporary | Required attendance and Yearly (fall or two years
engineering topics in EME4212, EME4222 completion of survey spring)

I11.5. Graduates will have had experiences that | University Leadership Program N/A N/A N/A

promote a global and societal
perspective.
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IV.1. Graduates will have had defined roles in University Teamwork Survey N/A N/A N/A
teamwork experiences in which both
process and progress are monitored. Peer evaluations of teamwork projects in 70% of students achieve a score Departmental
EGE1012, EME4412, EME222 of 68%, 78%, and 89%, review every
respectively, or higher two years
IV.2. Graduates will have had team University Teamwork Survey N/A N/A N/A
experiences in which they focus on a
common goal, take responsibility for Peer evaluations of teamwork projects in 70% of students achieve a score Departmental
their own contributions as well as for the | EGE1012, EME4412, EME4222 of 68%, 78%, and 89%, review every
team’s product, and evaluate one respectively, or higher two years
another’s contribution to the team.
IV.3. Graduates will have had team University Teamwork Survey N/A N/A N/A
experiences in which they practice
making decisions, reaching consensus, Peer evaluations of teamwork projects in 70% of students achieve a score | Yearly (fall or Departmental
and resolving conflicts. EGE1012, EME4412, EME4222 of 68%, 78%, and 89%, spring) review every
respectively, or higher two years
V. 1. Graduates will have had opportunities to | University Leadership Program N/A N/A N/A
learn the value of contributing to their
community and to society. Seminars (with exit survey) on contemporary | Required attendance and Yearly (fall or Departmental
engineering topics in EME4212, EME4222 completion of survey spring) review every
two years
V. 2. Graduates will have had opportunitiesto | Ethics quiz (T/F) in EGE1012, EME3011 and | 70% of students achieve a score | Yearly (fall or Departmental
develop personal values as the EME4222 of 70%, 80%, and 90%, spring) review every
foundation of integrity and professional respectively, or higher two years

ethics.

Ethics quiz (multiple choice) in EGE1012
and EME4222

50% and 70%, respectively, of
students will achieve a score of
50% and 70%, respectively, or
higher

Yearly (fall or
spring)
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aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

Loop-Closing
University Undergraduate Goals Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Administration Timeline Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate MGT4213 Strategic Item and total scores on Every time course is taught Annual
knowledge, and expertise in Management — Capstone assessment rubric
applying this knowledge, in Assessment
their fields.
Direct assessment of student | TBD Rotating schedule Every two years
assignments
Course Evaluation Rubric Points for Applied Rotating schedule Every two years
Knowledge
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate Direct assessment of student | TBD Rotating schedule Every two years
effective use of technology assignments
and the ability to apply it in
their fields. Internship Supervisory Ratings for relevant items Every semester Every two years
Evaluation
I. 1. Graduates will be Direct assessment of student | TBD Rotating schedule Every two years
literate and skilled in assignments
written and oral
communication. Course Evaluation Rubric Points for Written Rotating schedule Every two years
Assignments, Presentations
Internship Supervisory
Evaluation Ratings for relevant items Every semester Every two years
Writing Proficiency Exam Pass WPE Continuous Continuous by University
Il. 2. Graduates will be aware of
the diverse basis of our
culture and will demonstrate
both breadth and depth in the
arts and the humanities.
1. 3. Graduates will be
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Graduates will demonstrate
competence in mathematics
and in the use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.

Graduates will demonstrate
creativity and critical
thinking, as well as analytical
and problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
high level of professionalism
and integrity, responsible
decision making, confidence
in approaching opportunities,
and pride in their abilities.

1.2

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
understanding of themselves
and others, sensitivity to
other cultures in the context
of globalization, and
interpersonal skills.

1.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.
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I11.4. Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.
I11.5. Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
global and societal
perspective.
IV.1. Graduates will have had Direct assessment of student | TBD Rotating schedule Every two years
defined roles in teamwork assignments
experiences in which both
process and progress are Course Evaluation Rubric Points for Teamwork Rotating schedule Every two years
monitored.
Internship Supervisory Ratings for relevant items Every semester Every two years
Evaluation
IV.2. Graduates will have had team | Direct assessment of student | TBD Rotating schedule Every two years
experiences in which they assignments
focus on a common goal, take
responsibility for their own Course Evaluation Rubric Points for Teamwork Rotating schedule Every two years
contributions as well as for
the team’s product, and Internship Supervisory Ratings for relevant items Every semester Every two years
evaluate one another’s Evaluation
contribution to the team.
IV.3. Graduates will have had team

experiences in which they
practice making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.
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V. 1

Graduates will have had
opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to their
community and to society.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.
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Loop-Closing
University Undergraduate Goals Assessment Tools Metrics/Indicators Administration Timeline Timeline
I. 1. Graduates will demonstrate ICCP Examination — 80% will score 50% or Every semester. Exams Annual
knowledge, and expertise in Capstone Assessment higher on ACP certification given after completion of all
applying this knowledge, in 50% will score 70% or core courses
their fields. higher on CCP certification
80% attempting either
certification will achieve
passing scores
Direct assessment of student | TBD Rotating schedule Every two years
assignments
Course Evaluation Rubric Points for Applied Rotating schedule Every two years
Knowledge
I. 2. Graduates will demonstrate ICCP Examination — Scores on Software Every semester. Exams Annual
effective use of technology Capstone Assessment Engineering and Systems given after completion of all
and the ability to apply itin Development sections core courses
their fields.
Direct assessment of student | TBD Rotating schedule Every two years
assignments
I. 1. Graduates will be Direct assessment of student | TBD Rotating schedule Every two years
literate and skilled in assignments
written and oral
communication. Course Evaluation Rubric Points for Written Rotating schedule Every two years
Assignments, Presentations
Internship Supervisory
Evaluation Ratings for relevant items Every semester Every two years

Writing Proficiency Exam

Pass WPE

Continuous

Continuous by University

. Graduates will be aware of

the diverse basis of our
culture and will demonstrate
both breadth and depth in the
arts and the humanities.
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Graduates will be
aware of the
foundations and
development of
American society.

Graduates will demonstrate
competence in mathematics
and in the use of the scientific
method and laboratory
technique.

Graduates will demonstrate
creativity and critical
thinking, as well as analytical
and problem solving skills
consistent with the
technological focus of the
University.

1.1

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
high level of professionalism
and integrity, responsible
decision making, confidence
in approaching opportunities,
and pride in their abilities.

1.2

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
understanding of themselves
and others, sensitivity to
other cultures in the context
of globalization, and
interpersonal skills.
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1.3.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote the
ability to analyze unfamiliar
situations, assess risk, and
formulate plans of action.

1.4

Graduates will have been
made aware of the
importance of lifelong
learning.

1.5.

Graduates will have had
experiences that promote a
global and societal
perspective.

V.1

Graduates will have had
defined roles in teamwork
experiences in which both
process and progress are
monitored.

Direct assessment of student
assignments

Course Evaluation Rubric

Internship Supervisory
Evaluation

TBD

Points for Teamwork

Ratings for relevant items

Rotating schedule

Rotating schedule

Every semester

Every two years

Every two years

Every two years

V.2

Graduates will have had team
experiences in which they
focus on a common goal, take
responsibility for their own
contributions as well as for
the team’s product, and
evaluate one another’s
contribution to the team.

Direct assessment of student
assignments

Course Evaluation Rubric

Internship Supervisory
Evaluation

TBD

Points for Teamwork

Ratings for relevant items

Rotating schedule

Rotating schedule

Every semester

Every two years

Every two years

Every two years

V.3

Graduates will have had team
experiences in which they
practice making decisions,
reaching consensus, and
resolving conflicts.
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V. 1.

Graduates will have had
opportunities to learn the
value of contributing to their
community and to society.

. Graduates will have had

opportunities to develop
personal values as the
foundation of integrity and
professional ethics.




