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THEOLOGY AREA ASSESSMENT 

REPORT (AY 2013–2014) 
Executive Summary 

The Department of Theology performed an assessment of its three Core outcomes 

during AY2013–2014, assessing both the first-level 1001 (765 students) and the 

second-level 2000 courses (361 students). The data showed that the Department is 

meeting its goal of accomplishing >80% attainment of competency or development 

across its three Core outcomes. Wide ranges within its third Core outcome were 

detected, leading to a decision to revisit either the breadth of that Core outcome or 

devising a uniform method to reassess that outcome in the expectation of improved 

range within the data.  

Table of Contents 

THEOLOGY AREA ASSESSMENT REPORT (AY 2013–2014) .................................................. 1 
Executive Summary ............................................................................................................. 1 
The Process .......................................................................................................................... 2 
Results of the Assessment.................................................................................................. 3 

THEO 1001 Objective 1...................................................................................................... 3 
THEO 1001 Objective 2...................................................................................................... 4 
THEO 1001 Objective 3...................................................................................................... 4 
THEO 2000-level Objective 1 ............................................................................................. 5 
THEO 2000-level Objective 2 ............................................................................................. 6 
THEO 2000-level Objective 3 ............................................................................................. 6 

Analysis of the results ......................................................................................................... 7 
THEO 1001 ........................................................................................................................ 7 
THEO 2000-level ................................................................................................................ 7 

Reflection on the process ................................................................................................... 8 
Thoughts on the objectives ................................................................................................. 8 
Thoughts on the process .................................................................................................... 9 

Action Items for AY2014–2015 ...........................................................................................11 

Conclusion ..........................................................................................................................12 
Appendix 1: E-mail announcement of assessment to all faculty.........................................13 
Appendix 2: Memo from Chair Susan Wood, SCL to faculty ..............................................14 
Appendix 3: Rubrics used for assessing essays (all three outcomes) ................................16 

 

  



 

Page 2 of 18 

The Process 

In preparation for the assessment of Theology Core Objectives this academic year the 

chair of the Department sent an email to regular faculty and contingent faculty on 

August 7, 2013 (Appendix 1), with an attached memo containing dates and procedures 

(Appendix 2). The chair redistributed that memo to regular faculty a week later at the 

annual pre-semester Department meeting. The memo detailed the upcoming AY’s Core 

Assessment obligations, and indicated that faculty teaching either a 1001 or 2000-level 

course were expected to participate, since all courses in these levels are part of the 

University’s Core. 

The Theology Knowledge Area of the University’s UCCS had three objectives: 

1. Describe theologically the basic content of the Catholic faith in relation to other 
Christian and religious traditions as well as other world views. 

2. Interpret theological texts and frameworks in their historical contexts. 

3. Articulate implications of Christian faith for growth in holiness and promotion of 
justice in the contemporary world. 

The Department offers undergraduate courses in three levels, intending to provide a full 

compliment of theological instruction to students of its College, the College of Arts and 

Sciences. But students from other Colleges are required per the University Core 

Curriculum to take at least two courses from the Theology Knowledge Area: 

1. THEO 1001: Introduction to Theology—the course has in the past been based 
upon a common set of texts and even vocabulary/concepts lists, but in recent 
years there has been experimentation as to the composition of individual 
sections, in order to leverage the specialization and pedagogical styles of faculty. 
The course is prerequisite to all subsequent courses. 

2. THEO 2000—: Second-level Theology courses in the 2000-level that cover a 
range of specific topics within Theology, ranging from the study of the Hebrew 
Scriptures to Medieval Theology to Christian Discipleship (i.e., THEO 2000, 
2010, 2100, 2110, 2200, 2210, 2300, 2310, 2400, 2410, 2500, 2250). 

Faculty teaching 1001 courses were expected to gather data regarding all three Core 

objectives, while those teaching 2000-level courses were to choose for assessment 

two out of three objectives, as seemed fit to the instructor. Each faculty was required 

to capture and submit data for all sections of one course only, even if they might have 

been teaching a THEO 1001 and a THEO 2000-level course. Having completed that 

requirement, the faculty member met his or her obligation for this year’s process.The 

Chair appointed a special committee of thirteen department members to aid in analyzing 

the material submitted by faculty to Mark Johnson (the coordinator). Materials came 

from faculty usually via e-mail, though some did print up quizzes and D2L web pages 

and deliver them by hand. E-mail attachments were then uploaded to a Theology 

http://www.marquette.edu/core-of-common-studies/course-theology.php
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Sharepoint sub-site for future reference, linked to the individual instructor who provided 

the material (i.e., artifacts). Printed documentation will be scanned and loaded into 

Sharepoint as well. 

Results of the Assessment 

The data gathered resulted in 16 usable datasets for THEO 1001 and 11 for THEO 

2000-level courses, to be assessed against the standards of  ‘competent,’ ‘developing,’ 

or ‘deficient’ achievement of the given Core objective. 

Consideration of these data and the sample sizes will follow in Section 4 of this report. 

What now follows are the datasets for each objective category in the THEO 1001 

course sampling. 

THEO 1001 Objective 1 

“Describe theologically the basic content of the Catholic faith in relation to other 

Christian and religious traditions as well as other world views.” 

Sections Competent % Developing % Deficient % No. of students 

101 68 25 7 225 

115 78 15 5 36 

116 73 15 12 26 

117 75 15 10 38 

118 70 21 9 37 

119 71 18 7 38 

121 68 24 8 25 

122 57 31 12 37 

124 60 30 10 38 

132 73 20 7 37 

133 74 18 8 38 

134 48 36 16 38 

135 68 21 11 38 

136 82 5 13 39 

113 (Spring) 65 27 18 37 

118 (Spring) 84 8 8 38 

    765 
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THEO 1001 Objective 2 

“Interpret theological texts and frameworks in their historical contexts.” 

Sections Competent % Developing % Deficient % No. of students 

101 55 38 7 225 

115 75 19 6 36 

116 69 23 6 26 

117 60 30 10 38 

118 72 20 8 37 

119 71 18 7 38 

121 68 20 12 25 

122 75 21 4 37 

124 60 30 10 38 

132 71 24 4 37 

133 77 16 7 38 

134 48 36 16 38 

135 68 21 11 38 

136 51 38 10 39 

113 (Spring) 70 16 14 37 

118 (Spring) 55 25 20 38 

    765 

 

THEO 1001 Objective 3 

“Articulate implications of Christian faith for growth in holiness and promotion of justice 

in the contemporary world.” 

Sections Competent % Developing % Deficient % No. of students 

101 65 20 15 225 

115 70 24 6 36 

116 77 15 8 26 

117 40 40 20 38 
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118 63 28 9 37 

119 71 18 7 38 

121 76 16 4 25 

122 60 20 20 37 

124 60 30 10 38 

132 62 25 12 37 

133 50 37 12 38 

134 48 36 16 38 

135 68 21 11 38 

136 69 15 15 39 

113 (Spring) 72 16 12 37 

118 (Spring) 68 16 16 38 

    765 

 

What now follows are the datasets for each objective category in the THEO 2000-level 

course sampling. 

THEO 2000-level Objective 1 

“Describe theologically the basic content of the Catholic faith in relation to other 

Christian and religious traditions as well as other world views.” 

Sections Competent % Developing % Deficient % No. of students 

2000-103 78 12 10 32 

2120-103 77 13 10 34 

2210-102 79 12 9 36 

2210-103 67 24 9 33 

2210-103 77 20 3 36 

2210-104 69 19 12 36 

2310-103 78 17 5 23 

    230 
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THEO 2000-level Objective 2 

“Interpret theological texts and frameworks in their historical contexts.” 

Sections Competent % Developing % Deficient % No. of students 

2120-103 72 16 12 34 

2210-102 58 31 11 36 

2210-103 73 18 9 33 

2210-103 83 14 3 36 

2210-104 75 14 11 36 

2300-102 33 50 17 30 

2310-103 40 40 20 23 

2310-104 90 7 3 30 

2400-102 61 36 3 36 

2500-101 14 60 26 35 

    295 

 

THEO 2000-level Objective 3 

“Articulate implications of Christian faith for growth in holiness and promotion of justice 

in the contemporary world.” 

Sections Competent % Developing % Deficient % No. of students 

2000-103 89 7 4 32 

2300-102 50 33 17 30 

2310-103 40 40 20 23 

2310-104 90 7 3 30 

2400-102 61 36 3 36 

2500-101 14 60 26 35 

    186 
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Analysis of the results 

THEO 1001 

The average data encourage the view that THEO 1001 is focusing well on the three 

objectives, working to instill or fortify knowledge the students possess. For each of the 

three objectives the average competence attainment is 60% at least, and developing 

attainment averages are 20% and above. The choices of THEO 1001 faculty have long 

kept the curriculum in contact with the objectives, even if one section has a 

contemporary focus, while other sections have biblical focuses. The challenges seem to 

be primarily in the process of assessment, to be discussed in Section 4. 

THEO 2000-level 

In discussing the then-upcoming Theology Knowledge Area assessment the CCRC AY 

2012-13 Report noted that “[s]econd level assessment will necessarily vary more than 

THEO 1001 since there is less commonality in the subject matter and texts used in 

these courses” (p. 83). The variety predicted by the Report took place primarily in the 

tendency of certain kinds of course (and their subject matter) to gravitate towards one 

pair of the three objectives over another. In short, at the second level courses in biblical 

and historical theology tended to assess for objectives 1 and 2, while courses in 

systematic theology tended to assess for objectives 2 and 3. The sole outlier in pairing 

objectives 1 and 3 was a biblical course, while one course said their artifacts should 

count for all three. The following table shows this general pattern. 

Outcomes (level, competency reached) 

Sections 1 comp% 1 dev% 1 def% 2 comp% 2 dev% 2 def% 3 comp% 3 dev% 3 def% No. Students 

2000-103 78 12 10    89 7 4 32 

2120-103 77 13 10 72 16 12    34 

2210-102 79 12 9 58 31 11    36 

2210-103 67 24 9 73 18 9    33 

2210-103 77 20 3 83 14 3    36 

2210-104 69 19 12 75 14 11    36 

2300-102    33 50 17 50 33 17 30 
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2310-103 78 17 5 40 40 20 40 40 20 23 

2310-104    90 7 3 90 7 3 30 

2400-102    61 36 3 61 36 3 36 

2500-101    14 60 26 14 60 26 35 

          361 

Biblical /  
Historical 

2000–

2210 
         

Systematics 
/ Ethics 

2300–

2500 

         

 

When this tendency of certain courses to gravitate towards certain objectives is kept in 

mind, the average data encourage the view that THEO 2000-level course are focusing 

well on the three objectives as a totality; when assessing for objective 1, average 

competence attainment is 75%, objective 2 is 60% and objective 3 is 57%. These three 

levels average to 64%. Averages of developing are 17%, 29%, and 31% respectively, 

which average to 25%. Thus the average competence and developing attainment for 

THEO 2000-level courses 89%. The number is at least an encouragement to think that 

instructors at this level are working hard to bring their students to attainment of the three 

objectives. At the same time there is strong variation within the data for objective 3: 

Some sections assessed at a competency-level of 90%, while others were at 40%, with 

developing competency peaking at 40%, and a low of 7%. Finally, the range of those 

assessed at deficient ran from 26% to only 3%. A more robust data sample size for 

2000-level courses, together with longitudinal study of regular assessment data, will 

help to produce data lines that are less jagged and more smooth and solid. The 

Department will consider whether its third Outcome will inevitably produce such a range, 

requiring recalibration of the Outcome’s language and scope, or whether a uniform 

method of assessing artifacts for the third outcome will result in more reliable data (e.g., 

use only essays for assessing this outcome, with greater focus on the course 

instructor’s design of the essay used for assessing this outcome). 

Reflection on the process 

Thoughts on the objectives 

The Theology Knowledge Area’s three objectives 

http://www.marquette.edu/core-of-common-studies/course-theology.php
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1. Describe theologically the basic content of the Catholic faith in relation to other 
Christian and religious traditions as well as other world views. 

2. Interpret theological texts and frameworks in their historical contexts. 

3. Articulate implications of Christian faith for growth in holiness and promotion of 
justice in the contemporary world. 

were the result of lengthy and creative discussion in the Department about the nature of 

the discipline of theology, the academic needs of our students, and the distinctive 

character of Marquette. It would be too much to categorize them as respectively 

doctrinal or dogmatic, scriptural and historical, and ethical; it is a feature of theology that 

nearly every element has some impact at a doctrinal, textual, and spiritual and ethical 

level. So the objectives were chosen with the sense that certainly our THEO 1001 

course, which every undergraduate at Marquette takes, will expose students to all three 

objectives through its various readings and topics of consideration: biblical, credal, 

historical, documents from Martin Luther King, Vatican II, social justice encyclicals, and 

contemporary theological texts. 

Although it is too much to term THEO 1001 ‘general’ and THEO 2000-level courses 

‘specific,’ it is true that in practice 2000-level courses are taught by faculty and 

contingent faculty who are specialists in one of the four standard areas of contemporary 

theological academe: scripture, history, ethics, and systematics. Often this will mean 

that a THEO 2300 (“Quests for God, Paths of Revelation”), taught by a systematician, 

might emphasize doctrine (objective 1) and have little explicit ethical content (objective 

3), or a THEO 2000 (“Hebrew scriptures / Old Testament”) would be a perfect match for 

objective no. 2 (and possibly objective 1) yet have little direct contact with objective 3’s 

“justice in the contemporary world.” The more intensified focus of THEO 2000-level 

courses can result in enhanced focus on some of the objectives—as we see in the data 

above—but not deliberately focus on all three of the objectives during the course. It 

would be worth the effort to see whether a standing commitment to including all three 

objectives in all courses at the 2000-level would bear fruit in terms of future quantifiable 

data for assessment. 

But as it is the Department is satisfied that its Theology Knowledge Area objectives are 

distinctively theological and amenable to any course in our course offerings. The trick 

will be operationalizing both course construction and outcomes assessment at the 

2000-level that will touch upon all three of the Department’s objectives. 

Thoughts on the process 

In her August 7, 2013 memo to the faculty (Appendix 1) the Chair noted the importance 

of thinking about assessment as faculty prepare their syllabi and various assignments 

for their students. She was in essence asking faculty to design assessment into their 
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courses so that student tasks are assigned with assessment in view, rather than 

retrofitting assessment, sometimes to be performed by others, to the long-standing 

assignment and examination habits of instructors. Documentation and data did come 

throughout the semester, especially at the end, but the impression is that in many 

classes the objectives selected for assessment were “seen” in various quiz questions 

already destined to be given to the students because of previously selected texts and 

materials. When faculty decided that this essay question in a test, or this paper, was to 

be assessed as pertaining to objective 3, say, the task of the reading a subset of that 

faculty’s student essays could fall to an assessment committee member who is not 

expert in that particular domain, and in any case one who may not know the texts and 

themes at play in a given course; the assessor will be coming to a text with his or her 

sense of what the objective means, and what should be looked for in the essay text at 

hand. Navigating this ‘hand-off’ from course instructor to assessor with specific 

assessing details is a desideratum. 

The initial benchmark goal of around 20-25% sample was higher than the percentage of 

data actually received (~18%). That benchmark will be within reach for the next time, as 

the coordinator will be more insistent on receiving data from faculty members and 

especially from all the various courses in the 2000-level, so as to have a spread of 

information from all of the offered 2000-level courses. Some faculty who were teaching 

1001 sections reported on them, thus becoming free from the responsibility to report on 

2000-level courses they were also teaching (each faculty was obligated to participate in 

the assessment effort once this year). And in some cases faculty reminded of their 

duties by Department-wide and individual email did not respond. It would also have 

been good to guarantee an appropriate sample size of essay artifacts, as many faculty 

chose to privilege objective data. The information garnered from the 2000-level is an 

impression at this point; repeated assessing will hone the skills of all those involved in 

the process. 

The assessing of artifacts presented some challenges, but not insuperable ones. When 

it came to choosing and submitting objective test data it is the professor’s judgment that 

links the artifacts with the objective: “In this quiz T/F answers 2, 6, 7 and, 12, and MC 

answers 2, 4, 5, 9, and 15 assess objective 1, while matching questions 1–5, 7–11 

assess objective 2.” In reporting the quiz, however, some professors submitted artifacts 

that were the graded quiz in its entirety (i.e., a fully-graded regular class quiz), leaving 

the collation of assessment data to assessors, who would be expected to use the 

professor’s earlier list to go through the artifact item-by-item. Yet other professors 

submitted objective artifacts with the assessment data collated for each student, an 

appreciated help. What is needed is commonly-held clarity about the selection, 

reporting, and assessment of data for all members of the teaching faculty, a 
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subsection of which also serve as assessment committee members. It may also help 

the community of faculty to use available and appropriate tools (e.g., D2L) for explicit 

assessment moments in each Core Course in the future. 

Essay artifacts present their own logistical challenges. When a professor submits 

essays for the assessment of objective 3, for example, the assessor-party might not 

easily see the connection between the artifact and the objective, even when armed with 

the guidance of a general rubric designed for core objective essays. Assessing faculty 

who are in the same departmental section of a given core course might fitly be assigned 

the assessment of essays issuing from these courses, but the variety of curricular 

technique used by submitting core faculty, and differences of specialists’ scholarly 

opinion regarding the content that is found artifacts, can produce lack of clarity in the 

assessment that results. And if a given assessor’s area of specialization is different from 

that of a given Core Course (in order to spread the assessment work equitably), he or 

she might not instinctively see how ‘present’ are elements of a student’s objective-

attainment in the essay they have before them. What is needed is something to bridge 

the gap between artifact and the objective, coming from the submitting faculty member, 

to aid whoever may be assessing the essays. 

Action Items for AY2014–2015 

The process challenges noted in Section 4 can be met with clearer operating guidelines 

about the functions of assessment committee members and of faculty who are to 

provide assessment data tailored to the needs of the Department’s assessment 

reporting (as distinct from faculty’s own grading responsibilities). Further, the 

operational logistics learned from this first effort can now be codified into a detailed flow-

chart that will inform both the Chair, assessment committee members, and faculty 

whose courses are to be assessed. But above all the “habit of assessing” will only come 

to be by regularly assessing the Department’s teaching activity. To that end the 

incoming Chair for AY2014–2015 will: 

1. Direct the Undergraduate Committee to meet and review the Department’s Core 

Curriculum Objectives to consider what modalities might best be suited to the 

assessment of distinct objectives across the Department’s curriculum. 

2. Direct the same committee (or a sub-committee thereof) to meet with staff from the 

Center for Teaching and Learning to: 

2.1. develop ways in which faculty can more consciously build-in core objectives 

into their courses and especially exercises, tests, and papers. 
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2.2. create rubrics and other capture mechanisms that will allow for efficient and 

generalizable data-capture across the many sections. 

2.3. make it easier to get that data in a form that is readily able to be aggregated 

with other data. 

2.4. create rubrics especially for essay answers and even papers to provide more 

consistent collation across the many sections 

3. Initiate the process of yearly gathering Core objective information in some fashion 

and to some extent, to habituate and develop the teaching staff into this process. 

Conclusion 

Much has been learned from this first assessment effort in the Department of Theology. 

Future efforts will improve the operationalizing of: 1) how to assess from within a 

course; 2) how to share needed information to the assessment committee (and in an 

efficient manner); 3) how effectively to manage the teaching faculty correspondence 

and submission-logistics, and assessment committee-logistics. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mark F. Johnson (coordinator) 

Associate Professor 

Department of Theology 
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Appendix 1: E-mail announcement of assessment to all faculty 

From: Wood SCL, Susan  

Sent: Wednesday, August 07, 2013 9:03 AM 

To: Theo-Faculty; Theo-Adjunct-Faculty 

Subject: Required assessment of theology core 

 

Dear Colleagues, 

2013-2014 has been designated as the academic year for the assessment of the 

theology core curriculum.  This means that all THEO 1001 and THEO 2000-level 

courses must be assessed whether they are taught by full-time faculty or adjuncts. I am 

attaching two pages of instructions for how this will be done.  You will need to plan for 

this as you put your syllabus together for the semester and as you prepare your exams 

and writing assignments for your course(s).  

Please remember that we have required for some years now that the core objectives be 

put on all syllabi. The expectation is that learning activities and assessment (testing, 

assignments) correlate with those objectives.  Now the time has come for us to assess if 

those objectives are actually being achieved by our students.   

If you would find it helpful to have a discussion where you and your colleagues can 

discuss what kinds of questions and assignments might assess these objectives, I 

would be happy to schedule such a meeting on a Tuesday afternoon either the 3rd or 

10th of September.  Just let me know. 

I appreciate your cooperation with this effort. 

  

Thanks, 

Susan Wood 
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Appendix 2: Memo from Chair Susan Wood, SCL to faculty 

Instructions for Assessment of the Theology Core Courses 
2013-2014 
 
All the theology core courses (THEO 1001 and all 2000-level course) need to be assessed in 
2013-2014, whether taught by full time faculty or part time adjunct instructors, in order to 
determine how well students are meeting the three core objectives for the UCCS “Theology” 
knowledge area: 
 

1. Describe theologically the basic content of the Catholic faith in relation to other 
Christian and religious traditions as well as other world views. 
 

2. Interpret theological texts and frameworks in their historical contexts. 
 

3. Articulate implications of Christian faith for growth in holiness and promotion of 
justice in the contemporary world. 

 
 
Objectives to be assessed: 
 
THEO 1001 instructors must assess all three core objectives. 
2000-level instructors must assess two or three of the core objectives. 
 
Means of assessment: 
 
The core objectives may be assessed by  
 

1) Objective test questions on an exam.  
a) If assessed by objective test questions, the instructor of the section will forward 

to Dr. Mark Johnson the particular test questions that will be assessing the 
particular objective as the instructors as the “assessment plan” for the course.   

b) Once the test is administered, the instructor will then forward to Dr. Johnson the 
results, indicating how many students exceeded competency, were competent, 
or were “developing.” For example, if 10 test questions measure learning 
objective #2, 8 out of 10 correct, could be said to be “exceeding competency,” 6-7 
could be “competent,” and 5 or below would be “developing.” The instructor 
should report the actual number correct out of the number possible. The exam 
questions need to match the exam questions submitted in the assessment plan. 
Please note that you will get a more accurate assessment if you have a decent 
number of test items (minimally 10, but a larger number is better) 

2) Assessment by an essay in an exam or a writing assignment. 
a) The instructor will forward the writing assignment or the test question to Dr. 

Mark Johnson as the “assessment plan” for the particular objective being 
assessed (for example, core objective #3).   
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b) When the student has the “artifact” (actual student essay) must be forwarded to 
Dr. Mark Johnson, indicating which core objective is being assessed by the 
writing task. In the case of an essay, the coding of the writing sample for 
assessment cannot be done by the primary instructor,  but  must be 
independently assessed and coded by three independent readers.  Dr. Johnson 
will give the essays to teams of readers, who will determine if it exceeds 
competency, is competent, or is developing.  While all instructors teaching these 
courses must complete the assessment, the assessment committee will only be 
coding a random sample of the artifacts received, not everything. Also, this 
committee will NOT be grading the artifacts, just coding them as exceeds 
competence, competent, or developing. The instructor needs to grade his/her 
own essays for grading purposes.  

 
Deadlines: 
 

1. By September 15, please submit to Dr. Johnson 
 
a. An indication, if a 2000-level course, of which core objectives will be assessed. 
b. The means of assessing each core objective being assessed  (objective questions, 

essay exam, writing assignment, etc.) 
c. The test bank of questions assessing the objectives (objective test questions, 

writing assignment, essay question, etc.) 
 

We are asking for this by September 15 to ensure that you have built assessment in 
your course planning. 
 

2. At the point in the semester when the assessment is completed, please forward to 
Dr. Johnson, the scanned “artifacts”  (objective test questions and answers, essay 
answers, writing assignment) of the assessment. If they are objective test questions, 
please submit them as graded. This may be at midterm and/or the final exam or at 
whatever point in the semester the task is completed. He will need to ensure that 
each instructor has complied with the requirement to assess the core objectives.  

 
Please submit all materials in a scanned format as they will be posted to a 
SharePoint site dedicated to the assessment of the core.  As you can imagine, we will 
be dealing with hundreds of assessment “artifacts.” 
 
In advance, I thank you for your cooperation with this assessment project. 
 
Best wishes, 
 
Susan Wood 
Professor and Chair 
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Appendix 3: Rubrics used for assessing essays (all three outcomes) 

 Theology UCCS Assessment Rubric for Objective 1: 

“Describe theologically the basic content of the Catholic faith in relation to other Christian and religious traditions as well as 

other world views” 

    

Performance Indicator Proficient (3 pts) Developing (2 pts) Deficient (1 pt.) 

Shows command of 

elemental Christian 

doctrine (monotheism, 

Trinity, goodness of 

creation, image of God)… 

Demonstrates an understanding 

of context, audience, and 

purpose of Christian/Catholic 

teaching, using specific terms 

and elements needed to define 

them 

Demonstrates a use of context, 

audience, and purpose of 

Christian/Catholic teaching, with 

some use of specific terms and 

elements, but lacking full 

connection 

Fails to note context, audience, 

and purpose of Christian/Catholic 

teaching, and misses 

opportunities to employ specific 

terms and elements 

…in the presence of other 

forms of belief or disbelief. 
Indicates command of how 

alternative forms of religious 

belief and worldview differ from 

the Christian/Catholic view, via 

examples and key terms that are 

comprehended 

Indicates awareness that 

alternative forms of religious 

belief and worldview differ from 

the Christian/Catholic view, via 

some examples and key terms; 

less clear on nature of 

difference 

Is not clear about whether or 

how alternative forms of religious 

belief and worldview differ from 

the Christian/Catholic view; spotty 

use of terms, little sign of 

comprehension of terms. 

 

 

6-5 points = proficient 

3-4 points = developing 

1-2 points = deficient  
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 Theology UCCS Assessment Rubric for Objective 2: 

“Interpret theological texts and frameworks in their historical contexts” 

    

Performance Indicator Proficient (3 pts) Developing (2 pts) Deficient (1 pt) 

Shows awareness of 

diverse genres of 

writing… 

Demonstrates a thorough 

understanding of context, 

audience, and purpose that is at 

work in a given text. 

Demonstrates a sense of 

context, audience, and 

purpose that is at work in a 

given text. 

Asserts context, audience, and 

purpose that is at work in a given 

text, without addressing 

consequences 

…that speak to world 

views and intellectual 

commitments… 

Content is sufficient, 

sympathetic, and logical. 

Major points are specific, stated 

clearly, and are well-supported. 

Content is sufficient, 

sympathetic. Some major 

points are noted, suggesting 

awareness of context. 

Content is not detailed enough 

to demonstrate awareness of 

distinctiveness. Major points are 

not addressed. 

in differing times, 

languages, and places. 
Detailed presentation of 

locations (geographic), dates, 

periods, and language—

especially when these are 

central. 

Mention of locations 

(geographic), dates, periods, 

and language—but without 

indicating when these are 

central. 

Minimal presentation of locations 

(geographic), dates, periods, 

and language; unaware of their 

importance 

 

 

7-9 points = proficient 

5-6 points = developing 

1-4 points = deficient  
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 Theology UCCS Assessment Rubric for Objective 3: 

“Articulate implications of Christian faith for growth in holiness and the promotion of justice in the contemporary world” 

    

Performance Indicator Proficient (3 pts) Developing (2 pts) Deficient (1pt) 

Clearly notes 

consequences of Christian 

worldview for… 

Demonstrates a thorough 

understanding that Christian 

doctrine and history have 

standards regarding the “Image 

of God,” via key examples and 

documents 

Asserts that Christian doctrine 

and history have standards 

regarding the “Image of God,” 

and give examples and 

documents 

Fails to show an understanding 

that Christian doctrine and history 

have standards regarding the 

“Image of God,” and can’t point to 

examples or documents 

individual and communal 

development… 
Demonstrates an understanding 

that Christian teaching is for both 

the individual and the 

community, by addressing the 

connection between the two 

Asserts that Christian teaching 

is for both the individual and the 

community; claims that there is 

a connection between the two 

Appears unaware that Christian 

teaching touches upon both the 

individual and community. Does 

not see connections in texts or 

items referred to. 

regarding real equality of 

persons in our world 
Demonstrates an 

understanding of legal justice 

as well as a right to the access 

and use of the goods of the 

earth, via examples and central 

texts. 

Asserts the existence of legal 

justice as well as a right to the 

access and use of the goods of 

the earth, via examples and 

central texts. 

May focus solely on legal 

justice, and unclear about other 

sorts of justice. Clumsy use of 

examples and texts. 

 

 

7-9 points = proficient 

5-6 points = developing 

1-4 points = deficient 


