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STUDENT LEARNING ASSESSMENT REPORT 
 
PROGRAM:  Honors Program 
SUBMITTED BY:  Stacy Lopresti-Goodman, Honors Program Director 
DATE:  
 

Executive Summary: Description of Assessment Process 
 
List all of the program’s learning outcomes, as of the assessment year's catalog: (regardless of whether or not they are being 
assessed this year) 

Learning Outcome Year of Last 
Assessment 

Assessed 
This Year 
(Y=Yes) 

Year of 
Next 

Planned 
Assessment 

Research: Honors students will design and conduct quality academic research. 2018 Y  
Critical Thinking: Honors students critically evaluate a topic and demonstrate effective 
argumentation skills through writing. 2018  2022 

Communication (Written or Oral): Honors students will demonstrate effective 
communication skills. New, N/A Y  

All Honor students and faculty teaching in Honors will be able to identify Honors 
Program requirements and will know how and where to find the requirements and 
policies. 

New, N/A   

Over the next three years, we will increase Honors students’ participation in Honors-
specific service-learning activities. New, N/A  2022 

 
Provide a brief description of the assessment process used including how results are shared and discussed and strengths, 
challenges, and planned improvements to the process, providing evidence of a culture of continuous improvement based on 
assessment. If there is something that is impeding your ability to implement improvements, please comment on those issues 
(generally not more than two paragraphs, may use bullet points):  
 
For the two outcomes being assessed this cycle, I used embedded course assessment. Each faculty member leading a student in a 
tutorial was required to complete an Honors Program Learning Outcomes Rubric (see Appendix A) at the end of the semester when 
they submitted their final course grades in Marynet. The standardized rubric provides faculty with a clear structure for assessing 
their students’ final product (a summative research paper). One strength is that I can use the overall students’ scores from the rubric 
to track the general changes in skills as students progress through the program. In theory, students in introductory tutorials (HON 
200 & 300) will be rated lower than students completing their advanced thesis tutorials (HON 399 & 400) given they have less 
experience writing college level research papers. Another strength of using embedded assessment is that I have a high rate of 
completion. Out of the 129 tutorials offered during the 2018 – 2019 and 2019 – 2020 academic years (AY), 98% (126/129) of faculty 
leading tutorials submitted their rubrics. One weakness may be that faculty might be biased and rate their students’ skills higher 
than an outside might. To provide a check for this, I use rubrics completed by a second reader on the HON 400 thesis to test whether 
there are statistically significant differences between the two raters. Unfortunately, the completion rate of second readers is lower 
than that of tutorial mentors, 85% (29/34). The lower submission rate by second readers, coupled with missing two mentors’ HON 
400 rubrics, means I can only assess whether there are statistically significant differences on 27 HON 400 students’ rubrics. As 
elaborated on below, there are no significant differences between the two raters’ scores, which strengthens the argument using 
embedded assessment is a good indicator of the students’ abilities.  
 
Last year I created an updated Thesis checklist, where both the student and faculty mentor must check off whether they completed 
a number of requirements before the thesis can be defended. This includes checking off that the mentor has completed a Learning 
Outcomes Rubric. Additionally, as all defenses will be online this year, all rubrics must be completed electronically. This decreases 
the chance of a paper rubric being lost in the shuffle. Hopefully, these two things will help improve the rate of submission for HON 
400 rubrics. With regard to disseminating the results of the assessment report, I have posted the previous cycle’s report and 
assessment committee’s feedback on the Honors Program Committee Canvas page and on the Honors Mentor Faculty Canvas page.  
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Closing the Loop: Progress on Planned Improvements from Prior Year 

 
Describe how the program implemented its planned improvements from last year: 

Outcome Planned Improvement Update  
Research Skills As Honors Director, I took over 

teaching the HON 101 course in FA 
2017 which many, but not all, of our 
Honors students complete. The hope 
was that with me teaching students in 
the course how to conduct literature 
reviews, write critical response papers, 
and summative research papers before 
they began taking Honors tutorials, the 
learning outcome rubric scores for 
more “Novices” would “meet” my 
expectations.  

In the 2017 – 2018 AY Honors Assessment report, 94% 
of “Novice” researchers met my target for Research 
Skills, with an M = 15.69, SD = 2.83 out of 20 possible 
points on the Honors Learning Outcomes Rubric. The 
results revealed that 90% of the “Expert” students 
exceeded our expectations with regard to research 
skills: M = 17.76, SD = 2.07 out of 20 possible points.  
 
As evidenced in the data and report below, since the 
2018 AY, 98% of “Novice” scholars exceeded our 
criteria (M = 18.02, SD = 1.73) and 100% of 
“Advanced” scholars exceeded the criteria (M = 18.57, 
SD = 1.49), both with higher scores than reported in 
2018.  
 
This may in part be a result of my taking over the HON 
101 course and teaching students how to conduct 
literature reviews and write summative research 
papers their first semester in the program, which lays 
a solid groundwork for their HON tutorials.  
 

Critical Thinking All students had met or exceeded our 
expectations with regards to critical 
thinking skills. Therefore, there were 
no planned improvements. However, 
as Director, I host Honors faculty 
development workshops and 
frequently mentor new faculty 
teaching Honors tutorials, emphasizing 
the importance of teaching students 
research, communication, and critical 
thinking skills. It is possible these 
workshops have resulted in an 
increased understanding of the 
importance of doing so, and will be 
evidenced in the data.  

As Honors Director, I took over teaching the HON 101 
course which many, but not all, of our Honors 
students complete. While Critical Thinking Skills were 
not assessed this cycle, I hope that with my teaching 
students in the course how to conduct scholarly 
research, write critical response papers, and 
summative research papers, and by leading multiple 
faculty development workshops on teaching in 
Honors, the students critical thinking skills have 
remained stable, if not improved to what they were in 
2018.  

 
Provide a response to last year’s University Assessment Committee review of the program’s learning assessment report: 
Comment: I appreciated the positive feedback on the 2018 assessment report and am happy that Honors was then able to move to a 
two-year assessment cycle given the report exceeded the assessment committee’s requirements.   
 
Response: 
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Outcomes Assessment 2018-2020 
 

Learning Outcome 1:  Research: Honors students will design and conduct quality academic research. 
 

Outcome Measures 
Explain how student learning will be 
measured and indicate whether it is 

direct or indirect. 

Performance Standard 
Define the acceptable level of 

student performance. 

Data Collection 
Discuss the process for 

collecting this data: who 
conducted the assessment, 

when, and how?  

Result 
Did you meet your target? What 

was the result? 

I will use the 126 Honors Learning 
Outcomes Rubrics completed by 
the faculty mentors for all HON 
tutorials (HON 200, 300, 399, & 
400) between the Fall 2018 and 
Spring 2020 semesters. This will be 
a direct assessment.  

 

I expect the quality of 
research will improve with 
increased experience 
conducting research as part 
of the Honors program 
curriculum.  

I will define acceptable 
performance rates when 
75% of “Novice” (HON 200 
& 300, N = 62) students’ 
overall scores on the 
Research Skills section of 
their Honors Learning 
Outcomes Rubric “Meet 
Expectations” defined as a 
score >12/20 possible 
points.  

I will define acceptable 
performance rates when 
75% of “Advanced” (HON 
399 & 400, N = 64) students’ 
overall scores on the 
Research Skills section of 
the Honors Learning 
Outcomes Rubric “Exceeds 
Expectations” defined as a 
score >16/20 possible 
points.  

 

I used embedded course 
assessment. Each 
faculty member leading 
a tutorial was required 
to complete and submit 
an Honors Program 
Learning Outcomes 
Rubric at the end of the 
semester when they 
submitted their final 
course grades in 
Marynet. Out of the 129 
tutorials offered during 
the 2018 – 2019 and 
2019 – 2020 AY, there 
was a 98% submission 
rate (126/129). 
Therefore, I will use the 
data from the 126 
completed rubrics’ 
Research Skills sections 
for this analysis.  
 
I asked an additional 34 
faculty who served as 
second readers on HON 
400 thesis defense 
committees to also 
complete an Honors 
Learning Outcomes 
Rubric after they read 
the final thesis paper. I 
had an 85% completion 
rate (29/34) with these 
rubrics. Since I was 
missing the rubrics for 
two HON 400 students 
from their mentors, the 
total number of 
students I have data 
from two different 
raters is 27. I will use 
the two completed 
rubrics from these 27 

I expected that students early in 
their Honors academic career 
would be rated lower on their 
research abilities relative to 
those with more experience in 
upper division Honors tutorials. 
I therefore split the Honors 
students data into two separate 
groups representing “Novice” 
Honors scholars (e.g. Hon 200 & 
300) and “Advanced” Honors 
scholars (HON 399 & 400).  

The averages reveal that the 
Honors students in both groups 
exceeded the target ranges for 
their category (75%), with 98% 
of Novice scholars exceeding 
the criteria for Research Skills, 
and 100% of Advanced scholars 
meeting or exceeding the 
criteria. This demonstrates that 
under the direction of a faculty 
mentor, Honors students are 
producing quality academic 
research on topics of their 
choosing.  

An independent samples t-test 
run on the average scores for 
the two groups (MNovice = 18.02, 
SD = 1.73, MAdvanced = 18.57, SD 
= 1.49) revealed that there was 
no significant difference 
between the two groups with 
regard to their Research Skills, 
however the data appeared to 
be approaching significance, 
t(124) = - 1.93, p = .056, with 
Advanced students scoring 
slightly higher than Novice 
students (see Figure 1 in 
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Outcome Measures 
Explain how student learning will be 
measured and indicate whether it is 

direct or indirect. 

Performance Standard 
Define the acceptable level of 

student performance. 

Data Collection 
Discuss the process for 

collecting this data: who 
conducted the assessment, 

when, and how?  

Result 
Did you meet your target? What 

was the result? 

students to determine 
whether there are 
statistically significant 
differences between the 
two raters’ assessment 
of their Research Skills.  
 

Appendix B, and Appendix C for 
results of data analysis).  

A paired samples t-test on the 
research skills scores for the 27 
HON 400 students who had 
rubrics completed by both their 
mentor (M = 18.82, SD = 1.44) 
and second reader (M = 18.31, 
SD = 1.95) revealed no 
significant differences on the 
Research Skills ratings, t(26) = - 
1.26, p < .05, demonstrating 
consistency in ratings by two 
separate raters (Appendix C).  

I will also use the self-reported 
data from the Graduating Student 
Survey (GSS: See Appendix D) from 
Spring 2019 and 2020 to assess 
whether students feel they are 
conducting quality academic 
research. This is indirect 
assessment. 

Honors GSS responses will 
show that at least 50% of 
Honors graduates reported 
that they engaged in 
research with faculty 
members, and that a greater 
number of Honors students 
indicated that they engaged 
in research with faculty 
members than their non-
Honors peers.  

The data will also show 
increased perceptions of 
preparedness in questions 
relating to Research Skills 
relative to their non-Honors 
peers. I also expect that the 
Honor students’ GSS 
responses will be in the 4 
“Good” to 5 “Excellent” 
range. 

 

 

The GSS data was 
provided by the 
university. That data 
was collected around 
the time of graduation. 
In 2019, there were 16 
Honors students who 
completed the GSS and 
in 2020, there were 10 
students. Data will be 
combined for the two 
AYs.  

The results of the GSS revealed 
that Honors students met the 
targets, with 91% of Honors 
students reporting they 
conducted research with a 
faculty member. These rates 
are higher than their non-
Honors peers (20.5%) (see 
Appendix D).  

Additionally, Honor students 
had higher means than their 
non-Honors peers reflecting 
how well they believed their 
education prepared to them to 
“conduct research to support a 
position”: MHonors = 4.16 vs. 
MNonHonors = 3.93 (see Appendix 
D). They also had higher means 
than their non-Honors peers on 
the question assessing their 
using “quantitative/qualitative 
techniques within their 
professional field”, a skill 
related to research: MHonors = 
4.29 vs. MNonHonors = 4.05 (see 
Appendix D). Both scores were 
in the “Good” to “Excellent” 
range. 

 
 
Interpretation of Results 
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Analysis and Implications: What does this result tell you about the extent to which your students achieved this outcome? What are 
the strengths and weaknesses that this result highlights, and what are the implications for your curriculum or your program? 
 
According to the data presented and analyzed in this report, our Honor students hit all of our target rates for Research Skills for each 
method of assessment.  

The direct assessment, which used the Honors Learning Outcomes Rubric data, revealed that 98% of Novice scholars and 100% of 
Advanced scholars met or exceeded our Research Skills criteria. This demonstrates that Honors students are indeed producing 
quality academic research. Interestingly, Novice scholars were rated as only slightly lower than their Advanced Honors peers with 
regards to research skills. It is possible that students entering the program already have advanced research skills, hence are 
evaluated even early in the Program as having strong research skills. It is also possible that students are learning how to conduct 
quality academic research in the Fall HON 101 Introduction to the Honors Program, or the Spring Honors section of EN 102 English 
Composition II course many first year Honors students take. While it is possible faculty rating the students who they mentor in 
tutorials have inflated perceptions of their research skills, the results of the paired samples t-test on the thesis mentor and second 
readers’ rubrics reveal that this is not the case. This strengthens the case for using embedded course assessment of the Honors 
students skills.  

The indirect assessment, which used the results of the 2019 and 2020 GSS, further supported the findings that Honors students 
“design and conduct quality academic research.” I expected that at least 50% of Honors students would have engaged in research 
with a faculty mentor. The survey revealed that 91% of Honors students reported doing so. The survey also revealed that more 
Honors students engaged in research with faculty than their non-Honors peers. This makes sense given all Honors students engage 
in independent research as part of their tutorials and that their Honors courses, which are smaller in class size than the non-Honors 
sections, are geared towards cultivating their research and scholarship skills. These increased research opportunities and the strong 
bonds they form with their Honors faculty increase the chances they would engage in non-Honors research with faculty members. 
Given 100% of Honors students conduct research with faculty while they serve as their tutorial and thesis mentors, I am assuming 
they answer this question with regards to helping faculty with their research. But without specifically asking Honors students 
answering these GSS questions if they are referring to supporting faculty with their research versus having faculty help with their 
Honors research, we cannot definitely determine what faculty research they are referring to. I may consider drafting Honors specific 
questions for the next GSS which could specifically address this question, or clarify the differentiation.  

The GSS results also revealed that Honors students more strongly believed their education prepared to them to “conduct research to 
support a position” and that they could use “quantitative/qualitative techniques within their professional field” than their non-
Honors peers. As anticipated, their scores on these questions fell within the “Good” to “Excellent” range. All of these results taken 
together support the idea that Honors students are well prepared to conduct quality academic research.  

As further testament of our Honors students strong research skills, I am outlining some other research accomplishments our 
students have had in the past two academic years.  
 
In 2019, we had 13 Honors students accepted to present their Honors research at the Virginias Collegiate Honors Council (VCHC) 
Conference at James Madison University: Anthony D'Andrea, Mariah Allen, Amanda Sciorillo, Nikki Lopez, Barbara Walas, Brianna 
Simmons, Michaela Ramandanes, Katie McShea, Maia Pappadakis, MaryEllen Haa, Katherine Sanche, Chyna Easterling, and Eric 
Malani.  
 
In 2020, we had 13 students accepted to present their research at the VCHC Conference: Catherine Maresca, Michaela Ramandanes, 
Josh Giardina, MaryEllen Haas, Mariah Allen, Brianna Simmons, Mikal Fikremariam, Ava Gonzalez, Barbara Walas, Rebecca Lake, 
Nikki Lopez, Courtney Stephens, and Sarah McDonald.  
 
In 2019, nine of the 36 (25%) oral presentations at Marymount’s Student Research Conference (SRC) were given by Honors students, 
while seven of the 24 (29%) poster presentations were given by Honors students. It should be noted that less than 3% of 
Marymount’s total population are in the program.  
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In 2020, eight of the 22 (36%) undergraduate presentations at the SRC were Honors students: Mariah Allen (x 2), Rebecca Lake (x 2), 
Sarah McDonald, Carly Merril, Myah Cordrey, Leena Raza.  
 
Discuss planned curricular or program improvements for this year based on assessment of outcome: 
I am happy that our students have met or exceeded our criteria for research skills. As stated above (p. 2), more students have 
exceeded our expectations for this assessment report than they did in 2018, and both Novice and Advanced scholars have higher 
scores. I believe this demonstrates that our Program has become stronger in the past few years, and that our Honors faculty are 
doing a great job of helping students maintain and/or develop their research skills.  
 
I am also delighted with the number of students who are submitting to present their research at the SRC and VCHC. This year, I will 
continue to mentor and support students submitting to the SRC and VCHC in the hopes more will do so this year than in the past. 
Specifically, I have a 1/3 Graduate Assistant this year who is helping me develop and lead professional development workshops for 
our students (e.g. applying to graduate school, writing personal statements). We will have one in the spring semester about 
submitting to conferences. Hopefully this will encourage more students to submit to present their Honors research for presentation 
or publication.  
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Learning Outcome 2:  Communication (Written or Oral): Honors students will demonstrate effective communication skills. 
 

Outcome Measures Performance Standard Data Collection Result  

I will use Communication Skills 
scores from the 126 Honors 
Program Learning Outcomes 
Rubrics completed by the faculty 
mentors for all HON tutorials (HON 
200, 300, 399, 400) between the 
Fall 2018 and Spring 2020 
semesters. This will be a direct 
assessment.  

I expect that students’ 
Communication Skills will 
improve with increased 
experience writing papers 
and giving presentations as 
part of the Honors program 
curriculum.  

I will define acceptable 
performance rates when 
75% of “Novice” students’ 
(HON 200 & 300, N = 62) 
Communication Skills scores 
on the Honors Progam 
Learning Outcomes Rubric 
“Meet Expectations” 
defined as a score >12/20 
possible points.  

I will define acceptable 
performance rates when 
75% of “Advanced” 
students’ (HON 399 & 400, 
N = 64) Communication 
Skills scores on the Honors 
Program Learning Outcomes 
Rubric “Exceeds 
Expectations” defined as a 
score >16/20 possible 
points.  

 

I used embedded course 
assessment. Each 
faculty member leading 
a tutorial was required 
to complete and submit 
an Honors Program 
Learning Outcomes 
Rubric at the end of the 
semester when they 
submitted their final 
course grades in 
Marynet. I will use the 
Communication Skills 
data from the 126 
completed rubrics.  
 
I will also use the data 
from the 27 students 
who had two completed 
learning outcomes 
rubrics for their HON 
thesis to determine 
whether there are 
statistically significant 
differences between the 
two raters with regard 
to the students’ 
Communication Skills. 

I expected that students early in 
their Honors academic career 
would be rated lower on their 
Effective Communication Skills 
relative to those with more 
experience in upper division 
tutorials. The students were 
split into two groups 
representing “Novice” Honors 
scholars (e.g. Hon 200 & 300) 
and “Advanced” Honors 
scholars (HON 399 & 400).  

The averages on the rubrics 
reveal that the Honors students 
in both groups exceeded the 
target ranges for their category 
(75%), with 100% of Novice and 
100% of Advanced scholars 
exceeding the criteria. This 
demonstrates that under the 
direction of a faculty mentor, 
Honors students are effectively 
communicating their ideas in 
writing.  

An independent samples t-test 
run on the average 
Communication Skills scores for 
the two groups (MNovice = 18.95, 
SD = 1.36, MAdvanced = 19.29, SD 
= 1.29) revealed that there was 
no significant difference 
between the two groups, as 
assessed on the Honors 
Program Learning Outcomes 
Rubric, t(124) = - 1.55, p > .05 
(see Figure 1 in Appendix B, and 
Appendix C for results of data 
analysis).  

A paired samples t-test on the 
Communication Skills scores for 
the 27 HON 400 students who 
had rubrics completed by both 
their mentor (M = 19.29, SD = 
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Outcome Measures Performance Standard Data Collection Result  

1.09) and second reader (M = 
19.30, SD = 1.10) revealed no 
significant difference in those 
scores, t(26) = - 0.04, p < .05, 
demonstrating consistency in 
ratings of the students’ 
Communication Skills between 
two separate raters (Appendix 
C). 

I will also use the self-reported 
data from the Graduating Student 
Survey (GSS: See Appendix D) from 
Spring 2019 and 2020 to assess 
whether students feel they 
developed strong written and oral 
communication skills. This is 
indirect assessment. 

I expected that Honors 
students would indicate 
increased preparedness to 
“Develop a coherent written 
argument” and “Deliver a 
coherent oral presentation” 
compared to their non-
Honors peers. I expect the 
Honor students’ GSS 
responses will be in the 4 
“Good”, to 5 “Excellent” 
range. 

Additionally, I anticipated 
that more Honors students 
will have reported some sort 
of publication than their 
non-Honors peers, which 
requires excellent written 
communication skills. 

The GSS data was 
provided by the 
university. That data 
was collected around 
the time of graduation. 
Data for the 2018 -1029 
and 2019 – 2020 AYs 
will be combined. 

Honor students had higher 
means than their non-Honors 
peers reflecting how well they 
believed their education 
prepared to them to “Develop a 
coherent written argument” 
(MHonors = 4.33 vs. MNonHonors = 
4.02; see Appendix E) or 
“Deliver a coherent oral 
presentation” (MHonors = 4.26 vs. 
MNonHonors = 4.14; see Appendix 
D). Their scores were within the 
expected “Good” to “Excellent” 
range. 

The results of the GSS also 
revealed that as expected, 
more Honors students reported 
some sort of publication (26%), 
than their non-Honors peers 
(16%) (see Appendix D).  

 

 
 
Interpretation of Results 
Analysis and Implications: What does this result tell you about the extent to which your students achieved this outcome? What are 
the strengths and weaknesses that this result highlights, and what are the implications for your curriculum or your program? 
 
According to the data presented and analyzed in this report, our Honor students hit all of our target rates for Communication Skills 
for each method of assessment.  

The direct assessment, which used the Honors Program Learning Outcomes Rubric data, revealed that 100% of Novice and Advanced 
scholars exceeded our Communication Skills criteria. This demonstrates that Honors students demonstrate effective communication 
skills. Interestingly, there was no significant difference in the overall scores for the Novice and Advanced students. This is likely the 
result of students entering the program already having effective communication skills, hence being evaluated highly even early in 
the Program. In support of this, the average SAT Evidence Based Reading and Writing score of Honors students admitted in the fall 
of 2018 and fall of 2019 was 656, which is the 86th percentile. While the students’ scores may not be significantly improving as they 
move through the Program, they are maintaining high scores.  

As stated above, it is also possible that students are learning how to effectively communicate their ideas in writing in the Fall HON 
101 Introduction to the Honors Program, or the Spring Honors section of EN 102 English Composition II course many first year 
Honors students take.  
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The indirect assessment, which used the results of the 2019 and 2020 GSS, further supported the findings that Honors students are 
effective communicators. The survey revealed that Honors students felt stronger than non-Honors students about their ability to 
“Develop a coherent written argument” and “Deliver a coherent oral presentation” and their scores were within the “Good” to 
“Excellent” range.  

I also expected that more Honors students would have some sort of publication at the time of graduation than non-Honors students. 
While it is not common for students to have publications in peer-reviewed journals at the time of graduation, some do, while others 
submit their work to Marymount outlets, such as in Magnificat. The results revealed that 26% indicated they had published 
something, which was higher than their non-Honors peers. Given the fact that all Honors students must write and publicly defend a 
thesis, on top of the other two tutorial courses which are research and writing focused, means they have multiple opportunities to 
write papers under the mentorship of a faculty and that this improves their communication skills. It is possible it is their tutorial or 
thesis research they are having published. All of these results taken together support the idea that Honors students are effective 
communicators.  

As further testament of our Honors students excellent communication skills, I am outlining some accomplishments our students 
have had, based in part on their oral and written communication skills, in the past two academic years.  
 
Criminal Justice major Stephanie Downing (Class of 2019) was awarded a Critical Language Scholarship by the State Department. She 
spent that summer learning Hindi as part of a fully funded program. This past year, Criminal Justice major Kailin Berger was awarded 
a Fulbright to earn her M.A. degree in Hungary. And Honors student Brianna Simmons was selected as the 2020 Commencement 
Speaker. All require excellent communication skills.  
 
As stated above, in 2019, we had 13 Honors students accepted to present their research at the VCHC Conference. One of those 
students, Freshman Katie McShea, was awarded one of three Outstanding Oral Presentation Awards out of 89 presentations in total. 
This is a testament to her excellent communication skills. It should be noted, she was the only freshman to win any award at the 
conference. 
 
In 2020, I nominated senior MaryEllen Haas for the VCHC Scholar of the Year Award (SOTYA). In addition to my letter of nomination, 
MaryEllen had to write an essay about what our Honors Program means to her and how she has positively impacted our Program 
and Campus more generally. I am pleased to report that out of all VCHC member institutions across the states of Virginia and West 
Virginia, MaryEllen was selected as the VCHC SOTYA recipient! She delivered a 7-minute speech this past September at the Fall VCHC 
Directors Meeting. I received several commendations from other Honors Directors about how impressed they were with her oral 
presentation skills, and the content she covered.  
 
In 2019, five of the seven (71%) students who won the Best Undergraduate Oral and Poster Presentation Awards at Marymount’s 
SRC were Honors students: Charlotte Hepler (1st Oral), Brianna Simmons (2nd oral), Amanda Sciorillo (3rd Oral, tied), Eric Malani (1st 
Poster), and Mikal Fikremariam (3rd Poster).  
 
In 2020, the Best Undergraduate Oral Presentation at the SRC was by an Honors student, Leena Raza, as was the best Creative Work, 
which was by Rebecca Lake. 
 
Discuss planned curricular or program improvements for this year based on assessment of outcome: 
 
I am happy that our students have exceeded our criteria with regard to their effective communication skills. As stated above, I am 
also delighted with the number of students who are submitting to present their research at the SRC and VCHC. This year, I will 
continue to mentor and support students submitting to conferences in the hopes more will do so this year than in past years. Not 
only will my GA help me prepare and deliver a workshop on submitting to conferences, she has weekly office hours to help students 
with their writing. It is possible this additional support can further strengthen their communication skills. However, I have no 
curricular changes in the works for this AY.  
 
Appendices (please only include items that will help reviewers understand your process – for example, test questions, rubrics, survey 
questions, more detailed description of assessment measures, summary tables of survey results, etc.) 
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Appendix A 
 
Honors Tutorial and Thesis Learning Outcomes Rubric   
 
Semester/ Year:   FA/SP SP 2019   Course Level: 101, 200, 300, 399, 400  
  
Student Name: _________________  Professor Name: _________________ 
 

 Far Below 
Expectations  

(1) 

 
 

(2) 

Meets  
Expectations 

 (3) 

 
 

(4) 

Well Above 
Expectations  

(5) 

Research Skills: Honors students will design and conduct quality academic research. 
Total score out of 20 possible points ________ 

Thesis/ 
Hypothesis 

Does not provide a 
clear, focused, or 
relevant thesis/ 
hypothesis 

 Thesis/ hypothesis is 
present, but 
underdeveloped or 
simplistic 

 Provides clearly-
defined, focused, and 
original thesis/ 
hypothesis  

Research Design/ 
Theoretical 
Framework  

Overly simplistic 
design/ lacking 
theoretical framework 

 Basic design/ 
simplistic description 
of theoretical 
framework 

 More advanced or 
innovative design/ 
grounded within 
theoretical framework 

Analysis/ Results Does not convey 
analysis/ results 
appropriately 

 Adequately conveys 
analysis/ results 

 Conveys analysis/ 
results in an effective 
manner 

Conclusion/ 
Implications 

Conclusion 
inconsistently tied to 
information 
reviewed/ results. 
Does not include 
implications of topic 
investigated 

 Conclusion logically 
tied to information 
reviewed/ results. 
Includes limited 
evaluation of 
implications of topic 
investigated 

 Conclusion is logical 
and reflects student’s 
informed evaluation/ 
results. Includes an in-
depth evaluation of 
implications and 
generates new 
knowledge 

Critical Thinking: Honors students will critically evaluate a topic and demonstrate effective argumentation 
skills through writing.  
Total score out of 20 possible points ________ 

Quality of 
Evidence 

Uses mostly 
inappropriate or 
irrelevant information 
and sources 

 Uses mostly relevant 
information and 
appropriate sources to 
support central point 

 All sources are 
appropriate and relevant 
and support central 
point 

Interpretation/ 
Evaluation of 
Evidence 

Information taken 
from sources without 
interpretation/ 
evaluation 

 Provides some 
interpretation/ 
evaluation of 
information from 
sources 

 Provides enough 
interpretation/ 
evaluation of 
information from 
sources to develop a 
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comprehensive analysis 

Understanding of 
Field/ Topic  

Does not identify 
arguments and 
counter arguments to 
topic  

 Recognizes and 
identifies 
counterarguments to 
topic 

 Addresses arguments 
and counterarguments 
to develop a 
comprehensive analysis 
of topic 

Connections 
Between Ideas 

Does not synthesize 
information or make 
connections among 
ideas 

 Makes some 
connections among 
ideas 

 Synthesizes evidence in 
order to articulate 
logical and compelling 
conclusions 

Communication (Written or Oral): Honors students will demonstrate effective communication skills. 
Total score out of 20 possible points ________ 

Mechanics Frequent 
grammatical/ 
sentence structure 
errors, distracting to 
reader/ listener 

 Some grammatical/ 
sentence structure 
errors 

 Few or no grammatical/ 
sentence structure errors 

Structure/ 
Organization  

Lacks distinct 
sections 
(introduction, body, 
and conclusion). 
Does not include a 
logical structure or 
organization of ideas 

 Includes sections of 
paper, and attempts 
organization, but one 
or more parts are 
missing or incomplete. 

 Sections of paper are 
clear and well 
organized. Ideas are 
coherent and flow.  

Understanding/ 
Explanation 
 
 

Does not 
communicate 
understanding of 
topic. Information 
stated without 
clarification or 
description 

 Communicates some 
understanding of topic. 
Information stated and 
described, but not 
comprehensively 
enough for full 
understanding 

 Communicates a strong 
understanding of topic. 
Information stated 
clearly and described 
completely, delivers all 
necessary information 
relevant for 
understanding 

Citation of 
Sources 

Does not cite sources 
or do so properly.  

 Cites sources but does 
not utilize discipline 
specific methods 

 Cites all sources in 
discipline specific 
format 

 
Additional Comments: 
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Appendix B 
 

 
Figure 1. Average scores out of 20 possible points for Novice and Advanced Honor student for the Research Skills and Effective 
Communication components of the Honors Program Learning Outcomes Rubric. 
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Appendix C 
 
SPSS Results  
 
Novice vs Advanced Students Research Score Means, SD   
    N  Mean  Std. Deviation  
Novice    62  18.0161  1.73197  
Advanced   64  18.5703  1.48769  
 
Independent Samples t-Test Novice vs. Advanced Students  
    t  df Sig. (2-tailed)  
Research   -1.929  124 .056  
 
 
 
Novice vs Advanced Students Communication Score Means, SD 
Nov vs Advanced  N Mean  Std. Deviation  
Novice   62 18.9516  1.36018  
Advanced  64 19.2930  1.10424  
 
Independent Samples t-Test Novice vs. Advanced Students  
    t  df  Sig. (2-tailed)  
Communication   -1.549  124  .12  
 
 
Paired Samples Statistics First vs Second Reader HON 400 Scores      
    Mean  N Std. Deviation  
Pair 1 ResFirstRead  18.8148  27 1.44214  
 ResSecRead  18.3148  27 1.94713  
Pair 2 ComFirstRead  19.2870  27 1.09348  
 ComSecRead  19.2963  27 1.10296  
 
 
Paired Samples t-Test  First vs Second Reader HON 400 Scores      
      t  df Sig. (2-tailed)  
Pair 1 ResFirstRead - ResSecRead  -1.260  26  .219 
Pair 2 ComFirstRead - ComSecRead  .039  26  .969 
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Appendix D 
 
Graduating Student Survey, Spring 2019 and 2020 
 
Comparison of Means: For each of the following skills, please indicate how well you believe your education prepared you to: (1= “Poor”, 2= “Needs 
Improvement”, 3= “Adequate”, 4= “Good”, 5= “Excellent”) 
 

  
 Year of Survey 

  
 2019 2020 Two AY Average 

Question: Non 
Honors Honors Non 

Honors Honors Non 
Honors Honors 

Conduct research to support a position.  3.96 3.93 3.89 4.38 3.93 4.16 

Develop a coherent written argument. 4.06 4.27 3.97 4.38 4.02 4.33 

Deliver a coherent oral presentation.  4.14 4.13 4.14 4.38 4.14 4.26 

Use quantitative/qualitative techniques 
within your professional field.  4.09 4.33 4.01 4.25 4.05 4.29 

Solve problems in your field using your 
knowledge and skills.  4.17 4.27 4.19 4.63 4.18 4.45 

 
 
Activities: Please indicate if you participated in the following activities at MU: 
 
Student publications  
 
   Honors students 
   No Yes 
2019 Activity--Student publications No 331 11 

Yes 62  4  
Total 393 15  

2020 Activity--Student publications No 167 6 
Yes 34  2  

Total 201    8  
 
Research project with faculty 
 
   Honors students 
   No Yes 
2019 Activity--Student publications No 312 1 

Yes 83 14 
Total 393 395 

2020 Activity--Student publications No 163 1 
Yes 40  7  

Total 201    8  
 


