2005 GENERAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT of AREA 1 WRITING

December 6, 2005

General Education Assessment Plan:

Area 1  Writing 

Lead Faculty:   Richard Bullock, Director of Writing Programs, English
1. The General Education Learning Outcomes for Area One.  

 

· use writing processes to explore, think, and learn, and to write appropriately for various tasks and audience

· develop logical and fair arguments, and observe appropriate writing conventions

· show ability to identify main ideas and evaluate, analyze and synthesize primary and secondary sources

2. Based on these outcomes, the specific performance criteria in this area.

At the end of ENG 102, students will:

· Generate essay topics, research, draft, revise, edit and proofread essays. 

· Use the accepted conventions for specific genres, tasks, and audiences.

· Write arguments using sufficient, appropriate information that offers a balanced perspective on the topic. 

· Summarize, analyze, and evaluate texts.

The department has identified more specific outcomes for ENG 101 and 102. These are appended.

3.  Assessment measures to be used to evaluate student achievement in Area 1.

Direct measures of student achievement

40-50 ENG 102 students’ portfolios will be selected randomly and assessed by the Writing Programs Committee for evidence of success in meeting GE learning outcomes. See attached rubric for a description of the outcomes as applied to ENG 101 and 102. The department’s desired goal is for all students to meet the outcomes; the assessment will determine areas of relative success and weaknesses in students’ ability to meet the outcomes and thus determine program adjustments and faculty development goals to address the issues raised.

Indirect Measures of student achievement

Students who completed ENG 101 and 102 will be surveyed to find out whether they believe that the courses prepared them for writing in their subsequent course work. These surveys may include students who have graduated from the university, students who have entered a major, students who are enrolled in certain Writing Intensive courses, or others. In the years when surveys are chosen as the primary assessment tool, the Writing Programs Committee will choose a group to survey and develop appropriate questions. The answers to those questions will determine the actions to follow. 

The General Education Student Learning Outcomes Evaluation Form will be distributed on a regular basis to selected Area 1 courses as determined by UGEC.  The results will be tabulated and submitted to the appropriate dean’s office.  The results of the survey will be provided to the appropriate college committees, chairs, and instructors. 

Qualitative evaluations of student achievement 
Each quarter, faculty teaching ENG 102 will read two portfolios randomly chosen from previous quarters’ ENG 102 students and meet to discuss the portfolios’ merits and problems and the extent to which each meets the program’s learning outcomes. Faculty teaching ENG 101 will do the same, with two previous 101 students’ portfolios. The discussion that takes place in these meetings will provide the basis for a report outlining faculty perceptions of the success of the program in meeting the outcomes and their perceptions of potential areas of need, along with a plan for addressing those areas.

Quantitative evaluations of student achievement 
Each ENG 102 instructor will be paired with another ENG 102 instructor. The instructors will be given lists of 5 randomly-chosen students’ names from their section. Those 5 students’ portfolios will be assessed by their instructor-partner and then by the instructor of their section. Afterward, each instructor will complete a questionnaire asking them to rate the degree to which the portfolios meet ENG 102 outcomes (see attached rubric) on a 1-5 scale. The results of that assessment (of 20% of the students completing ENG 102—5 students from each section of 25) will be compiled and analyzed by the Writing Programs Committee, which will use the results to develop an action plan. 

The General Education Student Learning Outcomes Evaluation Form will also provide quantitative data for assessment purposes.

4.  Assessment Schedule to be used
Each year: Qualitative and Quantitative measures, focusing on all 3 outcomes and criteria

Every 4 years, alternating every two: Direct and Indirect measures, again focusing on all 3

5.  Collection, storage, retrieval, evaluation of data 

The department’s Writing Programs Committee is responsible for ENG 101 and 102. Specifically, the English Department’s Bylaws describe the makeup and functions of the committee as follows:

i.  Writing Programs Committee
Members:

· The Director of Writing Programs (chair)

· The Director of Graduate Studies (ex-officio voting member)

· The Director of the Writing Center (ex-officio voting member)

· Four faculty elected by the department's voting membership, all of whom should be active in one or more of the department writing programs

· A teaching assistant elected by the teaching assistants in the graduate program

  Duties:

· Develop policy, program and course recommendations related to writing courses (except those in creative writing)

· Oversee writing program curricula

· Send undergraduate and general-education related curricular recommendations to the Undergraduate Committee

· Send recommendations involving graduate courses to the Graduate Committee

· Periodically evaluate the performance of Lecturers in composition, and send recommendations regarding the renewal of Lecturers' contracts to the Advisory Committee

· Review all applications for part-time writing positions

The Director of Writing Programs will collect the data from the Quantitative and Qualitative measures until the Writing Programs Committee reviews and evaluates it and recommends actions based on it.

A member of the Writing Programs Committee, working with the Director of Writing Programs, will collect and store the data from the Direct and Indirect measures until the Writing Programs Committee reviews and evaluates it and recommends actions based on it.

ENG 101 and 102 General Education Program Assessment,

Fall Quarter 2005 
The Writing Programs Committee spent the fall quarter conducting its first required General Education program assessment. We looked at the program through three different lenses, one more than required by our GE Assessment Plan:

· Quantitative Measure: A tallying of the scores from the portfolios traded and evaluated by ENG 102 instructors during 2004 and 2005. This totaled over 600 portfolios that were evaluated on 17 different criteria. (Appendix A)
· Qualitative Measure: A summary of the scores given by 5 ENG 102 norming session participants, using the same 17-criteria rubric. (Appendix B)
· Direct Measure: The scores given to 40 randomly-chosen ENG 102 portfolios, each of which was read by 2 members of the committee and scored using the GE criteria. (Appendix C)
The 3 assessments showed a consistent finding: across the board, the writing faculty found that the writing students produced at the end of ENG 102 was: Blah. Mediocre. Passable, but barely.

Discussion of the assessments led to the framing of a key question for the committee and the program’s faculty:

· How can we keep what we like about ENG 101 and 102 (its welcoming, nurturing stance toward students and emphasis on helping them succeed in the courses) and establish more rigor and produce better results?

To answer that question, the committee agreed to

· Examine the current 101/102 program, and 

· Investigate possible alternatives to the current program.

To that end, the committee established 2 subcommittees:

Roundtable Subcommittee: Charge: Engage all teachers of 101 & 102 in discussion of ways to address results of assessment. (Proposed goals: revision of course outcomes and grading standards; agreement on desired competencies on entrance into ENG 102). An attempt to discuss the role of ENG 101 and 102 as seen elsewhere in the university by engaging faculty outside English should also be made.

Possible methods may include but aren’t limited to:

· round tables

· meetings by rank/status

· emails or online discussions

Research Subcommittee: Charge: Investigate alternatives for potential major program changes, e.g.:

· create a “stretch” 101 over 2 quarters or Fall quarter + intersession

· create an intensive ENG 100 (?) course during Summer B to prepare students 


for 101

· create a 3rd course (possibly ENG 100, or renumber ENG 101 and 102 as 102 


and 103, reserving ENG 101 for underprepared students)

· create a 3rd course that students would “place” into by receiving grades below C 


in 101 (possibly by renumbering 102 as 103, with a new 102 as the 


additional course)

· ???

Method: 

· investigate other schools that have similar programs (e.g., Arizona State’s “stretch” 101); 

· determine internal rules and constraints for proposed changes (as GE courses, what must we do to make changes in what is simultaneously a departmental program and a university program?); 

· and bring proposals to the committee. 

Subcommittees should draw on other faculty in the English department or elsewhere in the university (such as Developmental Education) to create broader representation.

Timeline:

· November 2005: Create subcommittees; subcommittees agree on chairs and get to work

· December 2005-March 2006: Subcommittees work on their tasks, prepare reports; discussion leaders meet and discuss

· March—June 2006: Committee digests information, decides on courses of action

Appendix A: Quantitative Measure

	ENG 102 Portfolio Reading Summary 2005
	
	

	
	Total No. of Portfolios Read
	Average score (Scale:      3-0)

	Overall Writing 

	Evidence of drafting, revision, editing
	589
	1.92

	Focused 
	616
	2.01

	Coherent
	600
	1.96

	Organized
	607
	1.98

	Key terms defined
	609
	1.99

	Precise and accurate language 
	577
	1.89

	Correct: Mechanics, grammar, spelling
	537
	1.75

	Accurate self-assessment
	566
	1.85

	Handling of Subject/Argument

	Provides sufficient information to support assertions
	557
	1.82

	Exhibits ethical use of information 
	632
	2.07

	Presents a reasonable argument
	578
	1.89

	Treatment of other writers

	Shows understanding of & respect for other points of view
	546
	1.78

	Uses sources correctly
	 
	 

	        Quoting, paraphrasing, summarizing
	568
	1.86

	Attributing and citing
	555
	1.81

	Awareness of Reader

	Avoids inflammatory or biased language
	625
	2.04

	Avoids stereotyping readers
	614
	2.01

	
	
	

	Overall Average
	 
	1.92

	3 = better than passing        2 = passing     1 = borderline    

0 = not passing
	
	


Appendix B: Qualitative Measure:

Summary of ENG 102 Norming Sessions 2004-05

Comments from March, 2004 sessions:

Criteria for ENG 102 essay:

· Clear, reasonable thesis

· Clearly distinguished genres

· Handles audience questions and concerns

· Handles & cites sources: shows understanding, analyzing, evaluating of sources—doesn’t misrepresent them. Summarizes, quotes, paraphrases accurately; doesn’t plagiarize

· Deals with counterarguments fairly and objectively

· Development of ideas

· Enough evidence

· Organized—clear plan, easy to follow

· Paragraph as unit of composition: coherent, unified, developed, related to thesis

· MUGS not distracting; doesn’t interfere

Questions: 

Should the aims of academic argument be articulated? 

· argument as inquiry, not as winning or as group membership

· advancing an idea

· contributing to /advancing a conversation with an audience

· creating a context

· inviting readers to examine your point of view

Are we focusing on academic argument or argument in a more general sense (popular)?

Is the key how it’s written? Students adopt tone of what they read.

Is the audience stated or identified clearly? What do these readers need to know? What is the power relationship between the writer and this audience? Is the purpose to inform? persuade? something else?

6/1/05:

#1: ended up as a C

· Shows awareness of issue

· Has main argument

· Underdeveloped

· Citations missing

· Argument not convincing—no strong stance

· 1 counterargument—not balanced

· Did reading, but….

· If the goal was to read information & report on it, it’s passing

#2: ended up as B-3, A-1

Specific self-assessment (examples, quotations

Persuasive letter: some evidence missing to back assertions; no page numbers

Coherence: jumped between paragraphs


included cloning at end but not in thesis


transitions needed


organization falters

Not a lot of citations

Good voice, tone

Did more research than #1

Uses personal information as effective evidence

Includes counterarguments

Euthanasia: 

No moral argument

Like semantics

Cherry picked research

clear overall argument—has most basics

better evidence

Doesn’t address other theories

Doesn’t establish importance of topic

Claim needed to match essays

Topic too big, needs to focus, define argument better

Letter—very brief, uninformative; contradicts self, panders for an A; reproduces handout language


Appendix C: Direct Measure

	ENG 101 & 102 General Education Portfolio Assessment 2005: Writing Programs Committee Examination of 40 Portfolios

	
	
	
	
	

	Instructions to portfolio readers: Please record the number of each portfolio (1-40) you read in the box marked "Portfolio" and then record the score for each outcome and criterion in the boxes below it. No fractions (e.g., 2.5), please!

	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Average
	
	
	

	GE Area One Learning Outcomes:
	
	
	
	

	Use writing processes to explore, think, and learn, & to write appropriately for various tasks & audiences
	1.62
	
	
	

	Develop logical & fair arguments, & observe appropriate writing conventions
	1.46
	
	
	

	Show ability to identify main ideas & evaluate, analyze, & synthesize primary & secondary sources
	1.57
	
	
	

	GE Area One Performance Criteria: At the end of ENG 102, students will:
	
	
	
	

	Generate essay topics, research, draft, revise, edit, & proofread essays
	1.53
	
	
	

	Use the accepted conventions for specific genres, tasks, & audiences
	1.58
	
	
	

	Write arguments using sufficient, appropriate infor-mation that offers a balanced perspective on the topic
	1.45
	
	
	

	Summarize, analyze, & evaluate texts
	1.86
	
	
	

	3 = better than passing        2 = passing     1 = borderline    0 = not passing 

	


