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Background
One hundred and five undergraduates participated in the WSAS Ethics assessment during spring 2009. The students were enrolled in one of seven sections in three courses:

· ENG 2100

· ENG 2800/2850

· HIS 4900

Scoring Methodology
(From Thomas Teufel) As part of our calibration exercises (the first 6 papers on the scoring sheet), we discovered that by far the best way to get at the strengths and weaknesses of any given essay was to let the raters discuss those strengths and weaknesses. We did the following. The raters would work on chunks of 5 papers at a time, then score them independently of each other, then discuss the papers and their scoring and come to a joint conclusion. As a result we now have three sets of scores. One for each rater and a joint one. The raters were emphatic that the joint conclusion does not reflect deal making between them but, rather, that each was able to point out to the other aspects of any given paper that they had overlooked or over- or underemphasized in their individual rating. As a result, the joint score appears to be a genuine corrective on rater oversight and error and represents the most objective (namely: inter-subjective) assessment of the essays that two committed individuals could come up with (each chunk of 5 took them an hour to analyze—the whole exercise took more than 20 hours, stretched across three days.

Summary of Findings

The overall mean scores indicate that students performed best on the Principle criteria, followed closely by performance on the What If category. Students achieved a mean score greater 2.00 on both criteria and across both Joint and Individual ratings (Appendices 2 and 3). 
Student performance was weakest in the areas of Argumentation and Objectivity. Across both Joint and Individual ratings, the mean scores for both criteria fell below a 2.00, indicating that student performance failed to meet a rating  of “Mediocre” (Appendices 2 and 3). Over twenty-five percent of students scored the lowest possible rating in the Objectivity category, based on both Joint and Individual ratings.
When broken out by course, the ratings were similar to overall performance in that mean scores were highest on Principle and What If criteria (Appendices 4 and 5). Student performance was rated below a “Mediocre” score on both the Objectivity and Argumentation criteria. (Note: The cell Ns were too small to permit an analysis comparing the means of students by course). 
There were no statistically significant differences between the group means of the students who have taken PHI 1500 (N= 30), PHI 1600 (N = 9), and PHI 1700 (N= 12) and students who did not take those courses.
 (Note: The Ns were too small to permit further analysis.)
Native freshmen and transfer students performed similarly across the 4 criteria of the rubric. There were no statistically significant differences between group means by admission type (Appendix 6).
Appendices
1. Scoring Rubric
2. Frequency Counts and Percents, Individual Scores

3. Frequency Counts and Percents, Joint Scores

4. Frequency Counts and Percents by Course, Individual Scores

5. Frequency Counts and Percents by Course, Joint Scores

6. Analysis of Scores by Freshman/Transfer Status
� Since the mean differences (between those who took a PHI course and those who did not) were not statistically significant across the ethics criteria, by extrapolation, we can conclude that taking a PHI course does not have a statistically differential impact across ENG2100, Great Works, and History regarding the ethic criteria. The same reasoning applies to Freshmen  vs. Transfers.
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