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ASSESSMENT COORDINATOR: Joe Law 
OUTCOMES ASSESSED
Outcome #1:  Improved student writing

Outcome #2:  Writing used as means of inquiry

Outcome #3:  Students introduced to writing conventions of discipline

MEASURES EMPLOYED
Measure #1:  Student evaluation of GE courses 
Measure #2:  Survey of faculty who taught WI courses that academic year (given each spring)

Measure #3:  Syllabi for WI courses (submitted each quarter)

SUMMARY MATRIX
	

	Measure #1
GE Survey
	Measure #2
Faculty Survey
	Measure #3
Syllabi

	Outcome #1
Improved Writing
	X
(question 12)
	X

	

	Outcome #2
Writing to Learn
	X
(question 11)
	X
	X

	Outcome #3
Disciplinary Writing
	
	X
	X


FINDINGS

Outcome #1:  Improved Student Writing:  Responses to the faculty survey (measure 2) indicate that faculty continue to see improvement in student writing in both GE courses and courses in the major. The responses are followed by the amount of increase or decrease (in percentage points) from last year’s survey: 

To what extent did the writing assignments help students improve their writing abilities?  

	
	significantly
	Somewhat
	only slightly
	not at all

	GE
	35% (-7)
	50% (+9)
	15% (+1)
	0% (same)

	Major
	30% (-1)
	59% (+4)
	11% (-3)
	0% (same)


Because the annual GE survey was not given Spring 03, comparisons of student perception are based on the Spring 02 survey. It should be noted that there have been substantial changes to the GE program since 2002, and the following data compare students’ perceptions in classes that were already WI in the previous GE program. Overall, the differences in responses to question 12 on the GE survey (measure 1) suggest some modest gains in student perception of the effectiveness of these classes this year. The mean scores (out of 4.0), followed by the amount of increase or decrease from the previous year’s survey, follow: ENG 204 (3.2; unchanged), PHL 204 (3.3; +.8), REL 204 (3.1; unchanged), EC 200 (2.9; -.2), SOC 200 (2.8; +.3), BIO 107 (2.5; -.1), CHM 107 (3.0; +.3), GL 107 (not reported in 2004; 2.7 in 2003).
Outcome #2:  Writing used to learn course material:  Responses to the faculty survey (measure 2) indicate that faculty continue to feel that the writing assignments are helping students learn the course material in both GE courses and classes in the major. The responses are followed by the amount of increase or decrease (in percentage points) from last year’s survey:
To what extent did students seem to see a link between the writing assignments and the learning objectives of your WI course?  

	
	significantly
	somewhat
	only slightly
	not at all

	GE
	60% (+22)
	25% (-24)
	10% (same)
	5% (+2)

	Major
	41% (-10)
	44% (+7)
	15% (+3)
	0% (same)


To what extent did the writing assignments help students learn the course content?  
	
	significantly
	somewhat
	only slightly
	not at all

	GE
	55% (+13)
	40% (-1)
	5% (-9)
	0% (same)

	Major
	53% (+32)
	30% (-25)
	7% (-7)
	0% (same)


Differences between responses to question 11 on the GE survey (measure 1) suggest an increased student perception of the role of writing in learning course content. The mean scores (out of 4.0), followed by the amount of increase or decrease from the previous year’s survey follow: ENG 204 (3.3; +.2), PHL 204 (3.2; +.6), REL 204 (3.3; +.3), EC 200 (3.1; -.2), SOC 200 (2.9; +.4), BIO 107 (2.8; +.1), CHM 107 (3.1; +.4), GL 107 (not reported in 2004; 2.8 in 2003).

Outcome #3:  Introduction to disciplinary writing:  Responses to the faculty survey (measure 2) indicate that students are learning disciplinary conventions of writing—and not only in courses in the major. The responses are followed by the amount of increase or decrease from last year’s survey:
To what extent did the writing assignments help students learn the writing conventions of the field?
	
	significantly
	somewhat
	only slightly
	not at all

	GE
	25% (-11)
	35% (+10)
	35% (+3)
	5% (-2)

	Major
	41% (+5)
	41% (-7)
	18% (+2)
	0% (same)


Course syllabi (measure 3) that include information about writing assignments indicate that disciplinary concerns are being addressed. That is particularly the case in CONH and CEHS –both “professional” colleges—where expectations for writing are often identified in grading rubrics. Syllabi from other colleges tend to provide less information about writing assignments, particularly concerning grading criteria. 

Some findings relative to new GE for Outcomes 1 & 2
The GE program implemented Fall 03 included many more WI courses than the earlier program. While no scores are available for comparison, these scores offer a snapshot of student perceptions about writing in those courses and provide benchmarks for future comparisons. Unfortunately, not all the new GE classes were surveyed, so no comprehensive look at student responses is yet available. In lieu of that larger picture, the following classes have been selected to represent the extremes of the available responses. (The mean response to questions 11 and 12 for all GE courses—both WI and non-WI—was 3.1 on each question.)

	Five Highest Sets of Scores
	
	
	Five Lowest Sets of Scores

	Question 11
	Question 12
	
	Question 11
	Question 12

	3.4
	3.5
	
	2.5
	2.6

	3.2
	3.2
	
	2.8
	2.7

	3.4
	3.3
	
	2.4
	2.5

	3.4
	3.2
	
	2.2
	1.8

	3.5
	3.5
	
	2.6
	2.4


NOTE: Because only a single section of some courses was taught, no course numbers are identified above.
IMPROVEMENTS

In general, faculty responses are positive, with 85-89% of the respondents saying that the writing assignments had a clear impact on helping their students to write better and even more connecting the students’ writing with their learning. Student responses, too, are largely positive, but the wide range of scores, particularly those selected from new GE courses, suggests that some classes are in need of immediate attention. Because some of the highest and lowest scores come from classes in the same category (e.g., CST, RST), the WAC Coordinator will make a special effort to reach faculty in those areas, both by showcasing successes in a “best practices” session or publication and working with individual courses with the lower scores. Since the courses highlighted above are all Area VI (College Component) courses that are also Area II and Area III courses, the information generated may prove valuable to Lead Faculty via UGEC as well. 
