
General Education Steering Committee 

Feedback Survey 

 

February 25, 2015 Conference Call – MSC 
 

1 

 

General Education Steering Committee members submitted responses to question prompts at the 

conclusion of our phone conversation with representatives from the State Higher Education 

Executive Officers Association (SHEEO) Multi-State Collaborative to Advance Learning 

Outcomes Assessment (MSC). The responses are included below. All responses included below 

are unedited unless the nature of the response identified the respondent; when necessary, BOR 

staff made edits to retain the nature of the statement while hiding the identity of the respondent.  

Executive Summary of Survey Results: Committee members generally agree that the MSC is 

not viable for South Dakota at this time. Those who see potential in South Dakota’s alignment with 

the MSC do so with reservations and qualifications. Among the chief concerns with the MSC are 

the narrowness of the focus and the potential for costly investments of time and personnel. 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

1. During the face-to-face meeting in December the steering committee identified 1) 

Growing Number of Transfer/Swirling Students, 2) Assessment, and 3) Growth of 

Distance Education as the three priorities for future refinement of the system’s approach 

to General Education. Based on the conference call and background material on the MSC 

project, could the structure for this initiative serve as a framework to help the system 

address challenges that exist in these three priority areas?  

 

 No, I don't believe that MSC is going to help us to deal with any of those three priority 

areas. The program is in a pilot phase and has a very limited focus. That focus doesn't 

appear to have anything to do with these thee areas.   

 

 Probably Gen Ed assessment, possibly transfer and distance education. 

 

 I do not believe that the Multi-State Collaborative will serve as a useful platform to address 

the needs of transfer/swirling students or the growth of distance education. At some point, 

we may be able to use some of their assessment finds to aid in program development - but 

I don't see this as a useful resource at this time. This platform is related to LEAP and the 

Value Added Rubrics - we seem to be hearing about those two items in most of these 

conversations. I'd love to hear more specifically on the Value Added Rubrics. 

 

 While I think there are pieces of the MSC project that might be worth copying, it's not well 

developed enough to help us with any of the three categories. It's a different approach 

assessment than we currently use, so it might be useful there, and it could be used in a 

distance education environment, but I don't think it works at all for transfer/swirling 

students. The MSC evaluation process would require them to submit work from prior 

institutions for evaluation, and I just don't see most students being that organized. 
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 I believe the information presented on the MSC project was the most straightforward and 

clear as compared to LEAP or WICHE.  I think that the overall framework of this approach 

has been the best of the three as well; however, my only concern is the potential 

comparisons of various institutions within and between states. I believe it may be inevitable 

that this will happen, with undesirable consequences.   

 

 Yes, to a point.  I am concerned that the assessment process, while great in theory, would 

prove to be time-intensive and/or costly in terms of the resources necessary to perform 

successfully. Furthermore the subjectivity involved in assessing individual student work 

creates quite a bit of room for error. 

 

 Of these 3 items, the first two are more institutional issues.  #3 is more of a priority, 

especially because it is the primary driver behind the multi-institution student (1) and a 

growing institutional assessment/accreditation issue. 

 

 This initiative seems only to be of some use for streamlining the transfer process. It doesn't 

seem to be helpful for assessment or for managing distance education. 

 

 The MSC project is all about assessment. So, if assessment is the major concern, and in 

particular, how to replace the CAAP for assessing general education, then it has some 

merit. 

 

 It does not seem to me that these would serve as a framework that allows for the 

restructuring of the General Education curriculum.  They appear to be a way to deal with a 

few limited areas that might overlap in some way. 

 

 MSC is conducting important work on assessment; but, with its narrow focus, I do not 

believe it would be an appropriate framework to address all 3 priorities. 

 

2. What barriers or challenges exist for how the MSC project fits with our current general 

education structure, and/or the processes and procedures we have in place for managing 

general education? 

 

 I do not believe that MSC is a framework/program that is for general education.  As 

described, it appears to be a pilot program to improve the assessment of the learning 

outcome found in the LEAP program.  As a supplement to the LEAP program it may be 

valuable, but it is not the foundation for a general education program. 

 

 The rubrics and example assignments I've found online don't make it clear to me how valid 

comparisons can be made between campuses.  It seems that the nature and degree of rigor 

of assignments could vary substantially between campuses, rendering the common rubric 

less than useful to producing results that can be meaningfully compared.  Perhaps this has 

been addressed and I just haven't found where it's documented.   If it has not been 

addressed, the issue of course transfer for Gen Ed purposes vs course transfer for 

prerequisite purposes remains unsolved.   
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 I really struggled to see how this was going to serve as "the" framework. I think they are 

doing some meaningful work. With that in mind, I don't think it meets or addresses our 

immediate need. Faculty buy in will is the most significant challenge. 

 

 MSC seems limited to assessment of specific areas rather than the basis for a reevaluation 

or overhaul of a broad-based Gen Ed curriculum. For that reason, it doesn't fit our current 

general education structure very well. Even within the pilot, many institutions were not 

able to assess critical thinking, and the MSC representative's comments suggested that they 

weren't quite sure how to scale it up yet. Right now, there just aren't enough assessments 

in play for this to work across our entire Gen Ed structure. Moving to a faculty-based 

assessment system (which would have to occur in the context of existing workloads) 

represents a real challenge for all of us.  Several BOR institutions have been pushing faculty 

for more research and grant engagement, which would compete for time with assessing 

student work under the MSC framework. 

 

 The comparison of institutions would be problematic. In addition, the critical thinking 

category (as with the other two initiatives) could be problematic as well, to come up with 

an assignment, project, rubric, etc., that a majority would agree would effectively assess 

this category.   

 

 This state system operates on a shoestring.  The MSC assessment was not explained 

thoroughly (or I did not follow the explanation well - that's possible). But *someone* or 

many people will have to spend a lot of time doing assessment and then qualifying and 

quantifying the results.  Are professors doing to be asked to commit to this time?  Will they 

be compensated for it?  Or do faculty or staff need to be hired? 

 

 The fundamental problem remains how we maintain and increase institutional identity 

within an increasingly homogenized system. 

 

 It doesn't seem at all helpful. 

 

 The MSC assessment rubrics evaluate specific skills. It would seem that those skills should 

be incorporated within the general education offerings. While part of our general education 

structure follows what is being assessed, some holes exist. For instance, if civic 

engagement is to be assessed, would that mean a new general education category for us? 

Or does the MSC program assess a much more opened-ended general education definition 

than the one we currently use? 

 

 It does not seem to me that these would serve as a framework that allows for the 

restructuring of the General Education curriculum.  They appear to be a way to deal with a 

few limited areas that might overlap in some way. 

 

 I don't foresee many unmanageable barriers. 
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3. What additional issues/questions still exist for your as a committee member regarding 

the way the MSC project is structured that we should seek to uncover? 

 

 Given the limited focus of the program, I don't believe that further investigation of it as a 

framework for general education is warranted.  However, I think that it will be essential to 

follow the progress of the program, as it might be an important component of any final 

general education system that is developed / implemented.   

 

 I need to learn more about the mechanism for ensuring cross-campus comparability.  I 

assume it must exist though I haven't found it yet. However, it'll be spring break before I 

can make time pursue this further. 

 

 1) Faculty buy in will be very difficult; 2) This platform will require addition 

administration on each campus; 3) They discussed opportunities for collaboration across 

institutions. We could be doing a much better job of this in our own system – but I don't 

think we need a platform / framework to do that. 

 

 I think using the MSC project for our Gen Ed won't work, but if we were to go down that 

path I would like to see a roadmap (including timeline) for rolling out additional 

assessments that would cover the full breadth of our current Gen Ed curriculum. 

 

 At this time, I can't think of anything. As I mentioned before, I thought the individual 

explaining this program did a great job of being rather overt and honest about the strengths 

and weaknesses.    

 

 I went through every link on their website and read every supporting document, including 

the PowerPoint slides.  The philosophy is great, but I cannot see this working well given 

the subjectivity and resources necessary.  The pilot only tested for the two *easiest* 

outcomes: writing and math.  The remaining outcomes are much more tricky. 

 

 Are we ever going to get to system-wide Gen Ed and IGRs?  These are important decisions 

that I'd hate to leave to the end after we paint ourselves into a corner over these smaller 

initiatives. 

 

 It seems the main issue is now to create a state-wide general education plan that is in line 

national standards and supports the skills and cognitive development we think are 

important. The issues of IGRs, of assessment and distance education are areas that can only 

reasonably be addressed once we have laid out the foundation of the new program.  I can't 

see now MSC is useful at all to this task, though it is very much possible I just don't quite 

understand all the elements. 

 

 It would be interesting to see how other schools have structured their general education 

structure when working within the MSC program. Also, the expenses for the program are 

currently covered by grants. If and when the grants expire, what type of expenses may roll 

back to the universities that use the system? 
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 It does not seem to me that these would serve as a framework that allows for the 

restructuring of the General Education curriculum.  They appear to be a way to deal with a 

few limited areas that might overlap in some way. 
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From: Pietrzak, Dale  
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 11:36 AM 
To: Turman, Paul; Perry, Jay 
Subject: MSC Terms: 
 
Paul and Jay, 
 
I think I generally understand what the director from MSC was communicating.  However her miss-use and 
perhaps miss-understanding of some terms did detract some from the conversation for me.   
 
Terms that should be clarified with her and in such conversations: 
 
Standardized Test:  A test that collects a sample of behavior (student work is a behavior here) under relatively 
consistent parameters. The “guidelines” she discussed were the consistent parameters.  Thus she is essentaially 
creating a set of standardized tests/tools.  They are just not objective item tests.  There are standardized objective 
and authentic  tests/tools for example (Rorschach, Written Essay Tests, etc.) as well and MC/TF/etc.   
 
Standardized should not to be confused with “objective” when discussing a test/tool.  An objective test is made up 
of items like MC, T/F, etc.  Not all objectives tests are standardized nor are all non-objective tests unstandardized.  
 
Norm referenced processes can take place for standardized tests.  It sounds like the MSC is developing “norms” so 
that student performance can be compared.  Non-normative tests are what we use frequently in class (though 
sometimes we try to create semi-normative tests in class by using a class distribution-curved test).  Norm 
referenced is usually contrasted with mastery referenced.  Mastery referenced testing usually makes use of 
“outside experts” establishing the performance levels.  Though mastery and norm referenced can be combined in 
some ways.   They appear to be really developing some combination of normative and mastery process. 
 
Reliability has to do with consistency.  Nothing else.  Consistently of responses to items (alpha levels etc.), over 
time (test-retest) , across forms (alternate form reliability) or across raters/scoring (inter-rater).   Traditionally it 
sets the lower bound of a tests validity. You have probably heard the phrase “a test is can never be more valid than 
it is reliable.”  If the results are not consistent (in context) the results cannot be valid past random 
chance.  However a test can be consistently wrong (invalid). 
 
Validity is the degree to which a test is accurately measuring what it is said to measure. No test is, nor can it be, 
perfectly valid.  There is always error.  As language (considered a form of behavior in assessment) never has 100% 
shared meaning there can never be a perfectly valid measure. Systematic error is called bias while random error is 
just call error.  Differences between groups alone does not constitute bias.  Bias is the systematically arrival at an 
incorrect result.   
 
Dale 
Dale Pietrzak, Ed.D., LPC-MH, CCMHC 
Director, Office of Academic Evaluation and Assessment 
University of South Dakota 
414 East Clark Street 
Vermillion, SD 57069 
605-677-6497 
Dale.pietrzak@usd.edu 
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