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Garen Wolf
Music Division Chair

“All syllabi from the Division of
Music have a specific reference
to which of the general institutional
and divisional objectives the
course fuffills.”

Criterion 3:
Student Learning and Effective Teaching

God’s Bible School and College provides evidence of student
learning and teaching effectiveness that demonstrates it is
fulfilling its educational mission.

Introduction

The graduate prepared for ministry is the GBSC “product.” The effort in
getting that product into commencement form begins with a critical examina-
tion of what is purposefully included in the knowledge and skills needed for
ministry. Teaching at GBSC focuses on this effective equipping of the student,
and this involves understandings and competencies related to the handling of
biblical texts, awareness and appreciation of the world, and the character and
relational skills needed to impact those in one’s circle of influence.

GBSC alumni have been active in every corner of the world, putting into
practice the learning they acquired from godly, dedicated, and highly qualified
faculty. This has long been true of the institution, for which the current
personnel praise God; this provides a heritage that personnel and students
alike are dedicated to continuing.

Core Component 3a: Learning Outcomes

God’s Bible School and College’s goals for student learning
outcomes are clearly stated for each educational program and
make effective assessment possible.

Component Overview

GBSC has established clearly defined goals and objectives that are tied to
both the institution’s Mission Statement and its Educated Christian Statement
and uses both direct and indirect measurements to assess its programs at all
levels. Faculty are involved not only in review and refinement of learning
objectives but also in the assessment process. Multiple instruments, used at
various levels, enable GBSC to maintain and develop a comprehensive
assessment of student learning.

Learning Goals and Objectives

The academic and spiritual goals of the institution underlie GBSC’s Mission
Statement and the Educated Christian Statement. Both of these statements
can be found in the current College Catalog (pp.14-15). Administration and
faculty insist that learning objectives flow from the Mission Statement. In
Spring 2006, the faculty began a three-stage process of reviewing and
revising institutional, divisional, and programmatic learning objectives. Before
examining objectives, though, the faculty crafted an Educated Christian
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Statement (ECS), outlining their vision of the graduate GBSC seeks to
produce. The ECS deliberately reflects the Mission Statement, having as its
most basic statement, “An educated Christian is a faithful servant whose
knowledge, values, and skills center in loving God, loving others, and loving
learning.” Each of these three areas expands into a fuller description (AA-10).
The ECS itself is not assessed directly; rather, it is used to inform institutional,
divisional, and programmatic objectives, which are the focus of assessment.

Following the adoption of the ECS, faculty began revi-
sion of the institutional objectives, deliberately tying them
to the ECS and, therefore, to the Mission Statement. The
revised institutional objectives are categorized into three
sections, corresponding with the ECS’s tripartite focus
on “loving God, loving others, and loving learning” (AA-
10). This revision work was completed in Fall 2006 and
approved by the Board in December 2006.

The institution’s expectations for student learning and performance are also
outlined in the Catalog as specific and explicit divisional objectives. Each of
the five academic divisions has outcomes objectives for its students, depend-
ing upon degree program. These may be found in the current Catalog.

Divisional/programmatic objectives, though, were revised during AY 2006-
2007, with completion due during Assessment Week (AW) 2007, to be
included in the next Catalog, 2008-2010 (revised objectives are available in
AA-18). This revision was intended to align divisional and programmatic
objectives with the new institutional objectives and the Educated Christian
Statement. The end result sought was an aligned system of objectives, with
the ECS derived from the Mission Statement and articulating it to institutional
objectives, with institutional objectives informed by and directed toward the
ECS, then divisional and programmatic objectives informed by and directed
toward institutional objectives. Finally, objectives for individual courses will
also be revised, as needed, in light of this work. This structure will also allow
for refined internship assessment. During AW 2007 the faculty discussed how
this could best be done and chose to develop a stand-alone, online assessment
instrument asking internship supervisors to evaluate interning students’
achievement of institutional objectives.

The end result will be a tiered system, as depicted in the accompanying
diagram.
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The process of creating the
Education Christian Statement
was very beneficial to the
institution. Itis shared with
prospective students in the
Catalog and on the website.



ISWM Chair Dan Glick
presents during AW 2007 on
division changes made in
response to assessment

GBSC seeks to ensure that course content supports programmatic, divisional,
and institutional objectives, as well as course-specific objectives. Conse-
quently, syllabi not only provide the course-specific objectives, but also refer
to institutional, divisional and/or programmatic objectives found in the Catalog
as appropriate (see AA-9 for sample syllabi). Syllabi are filed with the Office
of Academic Affairs; additionally, electronic copies of all syllabi have been
placed on the institution’s intranet, making it simpler for students and person-
nel to obtain copies of syllabi as needed. Institutional, divisional, program-
matic, and course objectives are generally stated in observable and measur-
able terms of student knowledge and performance, thus making effective
assessment possible.

Faculty Ownership

Faculty commitment to GBSC’s learning objectives can initially be demon-
strated through an understanding of the institution’s objective-development
and objective-review processes. The Catalog, primary locus of institutional
and divisional objectives, is reviewed and revised on a two-year cycle. The
previous revision (2004-2006) focused the institution on assessment and
addressed the curriculum in key areas — writing, public speaking, critical
thinking, worldview development, and technology use — all of which were
identified as cross-curricular concerns. The 2006-2008 Catalog adds diver-
sity concerns to this cross-curricular list.

All levels of objectives are either created or revised primarily by faculty. As
indicated in the above discussion, the three-step process (ECS g institutional
objectives g divisional/programmatic objectives) was conducted by the
faculty. The faculty’s work is then taken before the Administrative Commit-
tee for its approval, before finally being presented to the Board as necessary
(Board approval is required before changes can be made in institutional
objectives; the ECS and revised institutional objectives have, of course,
already received Board approval). Because the faculty, administration, and
Board are so heavily involved in objective creation and revision, the support of
these constituencies for the institution’s objectives is ensured.

Assessment

Assessment Week for faculty has become a regularly
scheduled part of the academic year. Annually, various
faculty present on assessment-related topics, which have
included such topics as rubric development/use, portfolio
assessment, pre- and post-testing, student understanding of
objectives, and outcomes data. Time is also allotted for
divisional faculty to work specifically on assessment within
their respective divisions. In AW 2007, a beneficial compo-
nent was added in the requirement of divisional reports on several areas,
including assessment. Report materials provide a permanent record as well as
a reference for the divisions in ongoing improvement work (AA-18).
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Faculty emphasis on assessment is not limited, though, to Assessment Week
alone. For example, in November 2006, GBSC scheduled two days of
workshops and consultation with Dr. James Estep, an

evaluator for the Association for Biblical Higher Education

who has presented at the HLC Annual Meeting. These

workshops focused on assessment at the divisional level,

beginning with the revision of divisional objectives. Dr.

David Kale, an HLC consultant-evaluator, has also visited

campus to work with faculty in the area of assessment.

Instruments. Assessment of stated goals and objectives
occurs at the institutional, program, and course levels,
employing both traditional assessment (e.g., testing) and
performance-based assessment. All instruments used at
the institutional level may be found on the Schedule of
Assessments (AA-7).

All BA students are required to complete a portfolio. In Fall 2005, the VPAA
appointed a Teacher Education faculty member as Portfolio Director. Under
her direction, a common core was developed of inclusions to be required
across all five divisions (see AA-7). Beyond this, divisions develop their own
requirements for student portfolios. All five divisions have implemented their
portfolio programs. As the portfolio program matures, it will provide divisions
with a rich source of material to assess student development, as it will include
artifacts from courses throughout the student’s time at GBSC.

Another assessment technique used across the divisions is BA student
interviews. Divisions operate the interview program differently, with some
divisions conducting interviews three or four times during a student’s college
career and others conducting fewer. Interviews conducted by faculty enable
discursive assessment of degree programs, as students and faculty can
discuss various aspects of the programs. Music students are required to
complete juries and recitals at various points throughout their tenure. These
enable faculty to discern growth, as well as identify room for improvement, in
students.

All divisions other than General Studies utilize internship or student-teaching
experiences at the ends of certain degree programs. This provides for
summative assessment of students’ practical skills and abilities, as well as
their knowledge. Evaluation of these experiences remains uneven across
divisions; as discussed above, the faculty has developed a plan to implement
standardized evaluation of institutional objectives during internships, while
divisions will also continue their own internship-evaluation programs. These
new evaluations are scheduled for completion by December 15, 2007.

In 2006-2007, a character-assessment program was implemented, facilitated
by the Office of Student Affairs. The VPSA first presented the program to

faculty during Assessment Week 2006. The program was developed based

on programs used at Kentucky Mountain Bible College, an Association for
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Dr. James Estep consults
with the faculty



Dr. Davis shows the
Teacher Ed Division
Notebook to Dr. Farmer

Biblical Higher Education (ABHE) institution, and Applachian Bible College,
an HLC and ABHE institution. GBSC’s program will use a rubric that
provides for evaluation of students’ character in a range of virtues. The
assessment program includes student self-evaluation, as well as evaluation by
Student Affairs staff and faculty from the student’s academic division. The
intention with this program is to engage in assessment so as to approach the
issue of character formatively.

Implementation. Assessment at the divisional level is tracked through the

Divisional Notebooks (yearly documentation of programs, students, assess-

ment, meetings, etc., for each division). Each division thus is responsible to
maintain records of assessment among its own
students. The Division Notebooks remain works in
progress. As mentioned above, in AW 2007 the
VPAA assigned all divisions to develop several
reports, including one related to assessment (see
materials in AA-18).

GBSC has retained a Director of Institutional
Research since 2005. The DIR’s duties include
overseeing assessment within the institution. The
current DIR, who has been involved with Christian
education for about 30 years, works with the
Assessment Committee to continue efforts to
strengthen the assessment program.

As mentioned previously, in May 2005, an Assessment Committee was
created to assist the Director of Institutional Research in overseeing college-
wide assessment of student learning at GBSC. The Assessment Committee
has worked to develop institutional-effectiveness assessment, as discussed in
the previous chapter, and also oversees assessment of student learning. The
Committee maintains a Schedule of Assessments, providing a list of institu-
tion-level assessments, along with information concerning administration
timing, frequency, proctoring, etc. (AA-7). As the Schedule indicates, many
freshman assessments are administered during NSO each fall, or during first-
year English courses. This enables the institution to capture data from nearly
the entire freshman class. Senior-level assessments have been more difficult
to coordinate. However, the institution has embedded these in Th 441: Senior
Worldview Seminar, a course required for all BA students beginning with the
2004-2006 Catalog. At this point, some students still are not required to take
Th 441, so current senior assessment proves challenging; in Spring 2006, data
was collected from those who had elected to take Th 441, but no comprehen-
sive senior assessment was completed. . In Spring 2007, a larger Th 441 class
provided stronger senior assessment, although the institution intends eventu-
ally to include nearly 100% of seniors.

The tools used for assessment at each level are listed below along with their
purposes; all are used annually unless otherwise noted:
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Institutional. A number of instruments are used at the institutional level,
particularly for pre- and post-college assessment.

1

Academic Diagnostic Tests

For example, SAT/ACT Plus Writing, Music Matriculation (Freshman)
Course placement; cross-sectional/longitudinal measurement of content
areas, writing ability, etc.

Worldview Weekend Worldview Test

Pre/Post Test (Freshman/Senior)

Cross-sectional/longitudinal measurement of development of Christian
worldview

Bible Content Test
Pre/Post Test (Freshman/Senior)
Cross-sectional/longitudinal measurement of Bible knowledge

Spiritual Well-Being Scale

Pre/Post Test (Freshman/Senior)

Cross-sectional/longitudinal measurement of spiritual, religious, and
existential well-being

Noel-Levitz College Student Inventory

(Freshman)

Measurement of a broad range of motivations, behaviors, etc., enabling more
effective intervention for at-risk students

MAPP (formerly Academic Profile) (Abbreviated, with
standard form every 3 years)

Pre/Post Test (Freshman/Senior)
Cross-sectional/longitudinal measurement of academic
achievement in several areas

Student L ife Survey
(All students)
Students’ evaluation of various aspects of the institution

Graduating Seniors Exit Survey

(Graduating students, including AA)

Students’ evaluation of academic, personal, and spiritual
effects and effectiveness of the institution’s programs

Christian Service Assessment
(All students)
Monthly reports plus annual portfolio reflections

10. Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory (added AY 2006-2007)

11

12,

(All students)
Measure of student satisfaction with various aspects of campus and
institution

Alumni Survey (triennial)

(Graduates since the previous Alumni Survey)

Broad measurement of alumni satisfaction with GBSC from their current
perspectives

Employer Evaluation (triennial)

(Employers of GBSC graduates)
Evaluation of GBSC’s programs from employers of GBSC alumni
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Program.All five academic divisions share some assessment methods. Other
methods vary from division to division.

1. Portfolios (All divisions)
Measurement of student development in major program, as well as in areas
of cross-curricular and institutional concern

2. Sophomore/Junior/Senior (Exit) Interviews(All divisions at some level)
Assessment of student growth/development; also students’ feedback
concerning division and program

3. Juries/Recitals(Division of Music)
Assessment of student development and performance

4. Senior SermongDivision of Ministerial Education)
Assessment of student preaching ability

5. Internships/Student Teaching(All divisions except Generak&dies)
Assessment of students’ program-related skills and knowledge

Course. Course-level assessment has not yet become an integrated compo-
nent of GBSG assessment program. Ratlietends to be left to divisions

and faculty and is not tracked institutionallyhile divisions should retain

control of course-level assessment, the institution needs to consider ways to
strengthen assessment tracking at the course level.

Of course, student evaluations of classes gives some course-specific data, as
well as data relating directly to the teachBivision chairs oversee student
evaluations related to courses in their division.

Additionally, Peer Consultations give course-level assessment. In this pro-
gram, professors review the syllabus for a course and also make a classroom
observation. Forms are provided for both of these aspects of Peer Consulta-
tions. Professors have been encouraged to use this as a method to improve a
course that needs attention.

Results.Data from relevant institutional assessment instruments is presented
in Chapter 6, where assessment of general education is joined by information
on all institution-wide assessment. Currerdiyisions oversee and maintain
programmatic assessmeAs the institution addresses other data-dissemina-
tion issues (discussed below), it should also address how best to ensure
appropriate dissemination of programmatic-assessment data.

Dissemination.A current challenge is processing and dissemination of
assessment daté/hile theAssessment Committee and DIR have oversight

of institutional assessment, these same individuals have other work that can
hinder efficient processing of assessments, including scoring of assessments
and full dissemination of data.

As was discussed in the previous chataps have been taken to develop a

“map” of how data needs to be distributed. This map needs to be updated to
include all assessment instruments and all relevant campus offices — and the
UIE system discussed previously should enable this — so that future assess-
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