Assessment Report
July 1, 2005 — June 30, 2006
PROGRAM(S) ASSESSED ______Writing Across the Curriculum     
ASSESSMENT COORDINATOR _Joe Law________________________
YEAR ____1______ of a ____1______ YEAR CYCLE
1.  ASSESSMENT MEASURES EMPLOYED

The standing assessment measures were employed: the annual survey of faculty teaching writing intensive (WI) courses, an examination of syllabi for WI courses, and evaluations of WAC workshops. Information about writing in the major was also drawn from the outcomes assessment reports posted on the University assessment website. 
2.  ASSESSMENT FINDINGS

FINDINGS from WAC surveys and WAC syllabi
Outcome 1 (improved student writing)

Responses to the faculty survey 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
	64% (+ 24)
	27% (- 21)
	0 (- 8)
	 9% (+5)

	major
	72% (+30)
	17% (-28)
	% (- 7.5)
	5.5% (-5.5)


Within areas or clusters of WI courses, students’ responses to Question 6 of the GE Student Learning Outcomes evaluation were as follows: 

The course contained writing assignments that helped improve my writing skills.  

	
	All WI
GE Courses
	Area II
(Non-Western Classes)
	Area IV 
(Great Books Classes)
	Area VI 
(College Component)

	2006 Mean
	3.2
	3.0
	2.9
	2.9

	2005 Mean
	3.0
	2.8
	3.0
	2.9


Outcome 2 (writing used to learn course material): 

Responses to the faculty survey indicate that faculty continue to feel that writing assignments help students learn the course material in GE courses and 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
	27% (-11)
	64% (+14)
	9% (+1)
	0 (-1)

	major
	33% (-2)
	39.5% (-19.5)
	22% (+16)
	5.5% (+1.5)


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

	GE
	54% (-16)
	46% (+20)
	0% (-4)
	0 (same)

	major
	56% (-11)
	33% (+9)
	11% (+2)
	0 (same)


Within areas or clusters of WI courses, students responded to Question 5 of the GE Student Learning Outcomes evaluation form in the following way: 

The course contained writing assignments that helped learn the material.  

	
	All WI
GE Courses
	Area II
(Non-Western classes)
	Area IV 
(Great Books classes)
	Area VI 
(College Component)

	Mean 2006
	3.1
	3.2
	3.2
	3.0

	Mean 2005
	3.1
	2.9
	3.2
	3.0


Outcome 3 (introduction to disciplinary writing)

Responses to the faculty survey 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
	27% (+3)
	54% (+22)
	19% (-17)
	0 (-8)

	major
	33% (-5)
	56% (+9)
	11% (-1)
	0 (-3)


Course syllabi that include information about writing assignments indicate that disciplinary concerns are being addressed, particularly 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, especially grading criteria. 
Findings from University Outcomes Assessment Reports
The assessment plans of a number of academic departments address the development of students’ writing abilities within the major. These plans often call for faculty review of student writing and other direct means of assessment. The following findings are drawn from the 2004-05 assessment reports posted to the University Assessment webpage (http://www.wright.edu/assessment/bpra/outcomes/reports.html). 
· Art History conducted exit interviews with its eight graduating students. All believed that they could conduct scholarly research and that working on their senior paper enhanced their critical thinking skills. Comparison of early research papers with senior work showed growth in students’ ability to conduct research and think critically. 
· In exit interviews conducted by Biomedical Engineering, students’ mean responses to the question of their ability to communicate effectively in written form was 3.38 (of 4.00). In the exit interviews conducted by Industrial & Systems Engineering, the mean response to the same question was 4.00.
· Computer Science surveyed COOP employers concerning the job skills of the CS majors they employed. Employers ranked students’ “ability to provide written reports, memos, or letters” at 1.17 (CS majors) or 1.57 (CEG majors), using a scale on which 2 represented “outstanding,” 1 adequate, and 0 inadequate. 
· History reviews the writing of students in 400-level courses, particularly two required of all majors. The twenty-six students who successfully completed HST 401 (Research Methods) displayed writing proficiency, an ability to engage in critical and interpretative historical analysis and an understanding of historical methodology. The twenty-one students who successfully completed HST 400 (Historiography) displayed writing proficiency, a grasp of historical analysis and a familiarity with various schools of historical interpretation. Students who submitted successful research papers from other 400-level courses also demonstrated writing proficiency and a rudimentary understanding of historical analysis as well as an exposure to various cultures, religions and thought patterns.

· Liberal Studies graduates are expected to “demonstrate themselves to be capable of conducting independent research and have effective research skills, including proper reference citation in bibliographies and footnotes; have strong critical thinking and problem-solving skills; and be effective writers.” According to their assessment report, “.. our evidence suggests near 100% success in terms meeting our goals concerning writing, research, critical thinking and problem-solving skills. For example, of the nine papers evaluated, there was only one clear problem. Two of three evaluators agreed that one paper deserved a “no” on one of the four measures.” The report also notes that “the average LS major took nearly 9 writing intensive courses for the major (7 more than required),” calling that record “a very promising sign, given our objectives.”
· Political Science faculty reviewed eighteen randomly selected writing samples from PLS 486/686, looking at three variables: critical use of sources, thesis/argument statement, and proper use of evidence. Evaluation of the writing samples confirmed that senior-level students do achieve the ability to engage in critical thinking, both in their use of sources and in ability to challenge an argument with evidence. An award at the 2005 National Model UN Conference for outstanding position paper went to a PLS 486 position paper, providing further confirmation of this finding. Additional corroboration comes from interviews with employers of graduates. The NASIC recruiter noted that analytical writing experience and oral presentation were key elements in hiring two of our graduates; the Vice President of the Dayton Chamber of Commerce also noted the importance of these skills in his recent hiring of a political science graduate in a policy manager position.
· Social Work assessment of student learning includes an examination of the students’ final integrative paper. The department’s findings indicate that, among students who completed the course, performance on the integrative paper has improved substantially. The average grade on the paper in summer 2004 was 3.27 (B) versus 2.83 (C+) the previous summer. In spring 2005 the average grade on the paper was even higher at 3.58 (B+) versus 3.28 (B) the previous spring. The former improvement may be partly the result of continued efforts to clarify the integrative paper guidelines. The latter is likely related to the implementation of a new set of practicum outcomes and resulting integrative paper guidelines which students have found easier to understand. Student awareness of faculty efforts is also high. In an exit interview, 50% of the students strongly agreed with the statement that faculty had helped them reach the identified learning outcomes for writing, 44.5% agreed with the statement, and the remainder expressed no opinion. 
· Portfolios of senior English majors (Integrated Language Arts concentration) were ranked overwhelmingly excellent or competent in their knowledge of literary genre, their knowledge of literary types, and their ability to read and interpret texts. For the second outcome (the ability to develop a thesis and sustain a coherent written argument about literature using secondary sources), portfolios showed somewhat less strongly: While students ranked very well on their knowledge of the writing process, they were judged mostly “competent” (rather than excellent) in their ability to write expository academic work and in rhetorical competence. Reviewers also noted “weakness in proofreading skills” on many of the portfolios.
· Anthropology  has recently implemented a portfolio review and reports that the portfolios “demonstrate that students have been very successful in writing cogent and forceful papers in each subfield.”
· In surveys conducted by Women’s Studies, 68% of the respondents “felt that their writing skills were more firmly developed and enhanced by taking women’s studies courses; 66% said the same for their listening skills; and 50% their reading. When asked how these skills helped them in other academic courses, the students responded that they benefited from improving their writing skills over other skills. Student stated that their research ability/knowledge, vocabulary, confidence in writing, proper formatting, and critical thinking skills, had all been enhanced and was consistently demonstrated by their writing more effective papers.”

· All Biological Sciences students are required to take a senior seminar course during their senior year. This course was used to evaluate student performance in both oral and written communication.  Students were rated by faculty using a scale of 1 (unsatisfactory), 2 (adequate), 3 (average), 4 (good), or 5 (excellent) in their ability to design a PowerPoint presentation, effectively present scientific information, deliver an oral presentation, and their overall knowledge of the seminar topic. Students were rated “good” to “excellent” in all areas. In addition, greater than 90% of the students successfully communicated a sound knowledge of essential biological concepts both orally and in writing.
· Chemistry graduates were surveyed on a variety of topics, among them their ability to write in a style proper for reports in scientific journals and the ability to give scientific presentations of an appropriate quality. Nearly half rated their ability as 3 (very well) or 2 (fairly well) while the other half rated it as 1 (not well). Most suggested a need for instruction in submissions to scientific journals.
· Environmental Health Sciences surveyed graduates and their employers. All respondents rated the program at 3 or better (max. of 5) on almost all surveyed measures, and for the majority of measures, most indicators received a 4 or better. Among the areas identified as a “success” are written and oral communication skills. 
· Geological Sciences expects its students to “demonstrate the ability to write in a style consistent with that found in a scientific journal” and uses senior theses to evaluate this outcome. The single thesis completed during the assessment period was satisfactory in this respect. Moreover, results of the research were presented at a regional professional meeting, and the abstract was published in the Geological Society of America, Abstracts with Program.
· Psychology faculty instructing either a capstone course (all majors) or an advanced special topics methods course (B.S. majors only) completed an assessment for each student in the course. In the capstone course, faculty rated 100% of the students as 4 or 5 indicating they had good to excellent communication skills (M=4.33, SD= 0.49). In six advanced special topics courses, faculty rated 52.6% of the students as 4 or 5 indicating they had a good to excellent ability to communicate findings effectively (M=3.64, SD = 1.08). In surveys of recent graduates, 85% of the respondents answered 4 or 5 (M=4.43, SD=0.68), indicating they strongly agreed the Department provided opportunities for students to acquire skills to communicate effectively.
· In Accountancy an outside professional with substantial experience in accounting assessed writing samples from twenty students in ACC 424 in Winter 2005 and Spring 2005. ACC 424 is one of the final accounting classes taken before graduation. 

	Writing Trait

Scale of 1 (positive) to 5 (negative); (6 = Not applicable)
	Avg. Score

	 1. Spelling is proper.
	2.55

	 2. Punctuation is proper.
	2.90

	 3. Proper tense is used.
	2.65

	 4. Good grammar is used.
	3.25

	 5. Words are used appropriately.
	3.20

	 6. Sentence length is not excessive.
	2.45

	 7. Separate paragraphs are used to express different ideas and topics.
	3.35

	 8. Pronouns are both used and placed appropriately.
	2.70

	 9. Information is communicated in a complete, concise, and logical manner.
	2.90

	10. If formal rules are referred to, they are properly referenced and explained.
	3.25

	11. If a solution is called for, the proposed course of action is outlined.
	6.00

	12. Writing is based on facts and not conjecture (unless clearly noted).
	2.95

	13. Tone of the writing is business and not casual.
	2.85

	14. The writing style is appropriate for the intended audience.
	2.80


· Finance surveyed graduating seniors in Spring 05, asking their perceptions concerning the importance of a number of skills and the training they had received in those areas. Overall, responses to the importance of skills ranged from 3.27/5.0 for “ability to use the library” to 4.59/5.0 for “ability to solve business problems.” The responses related to written communication indicate that students recognize its importance (4.27) and believe those skills are being addressed in their classes (3.82).

Workshop Evaluations

The evaluations distributed after each workshop uniformly indicate that those who attended were satisfied with the discussions that took place and the materials they received. A number of evaluations indicated that the workshop material would prove valuable in classroom practices.
3.  PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS

In general, faculty responses to the WAC survey are positive, with 89-91% of the respondents saying that the writing assignments had a clear impact on helping their students to write better and even more respondents (89-100%) connecting the students’ writing with their learning. Likewise, departmental outcomes assessment reports suggest that writing within the major seems generally satisfactory. Going into effect in Fall 06, a new position created in conjunction with English—the WAC faculty consultant—will provide additional opportunities for working with faculty teaching WI courses in the major.
4.  ASSESSMENT PLAN COMPLIANCE

No focus groups were held with either students or faculty this year. These will be revived in 2006-07.
5.  NEW ASSESSMENT DEVELOPMENTS

N/A
