Summary of Findings – English 101/103 Critical Thinking Assessment (Fall, 2010)
Overall Summary of Findings (88 papers total)

	
	MEAN OVERALL

1-3
	CLAIM

2-6
	EVIDENCE

2-6
	AUDIENCE

2-6

	Mean
	1.6506
	3.1080
	3.4318
	3.4091

	Std. Deviation
	.54869
	.98392
	.94438
	1.02706


Frequency of Overall Paper Ratings (Scores = Mean Ratings of 2 Raters)
	
	Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	1
	28.4
	28.4

	1.25
	4.5
	33.0

	1.5
	18.2
	51.1

	1.75
	10.2
	61.4

	2
	22.7
	84.1

	2.25
	5.7
	89.8

	2.5
	5.7
	95.5

	2.75
	1.1
	96.6

	3
	3.4
	100.0


	Claim

	Score = presents and arguable claim + reaches reasonable and interesting conclusions

	Claim 

3. Writer presents an arguable claim, grounded in deep understanding of the discipline and reflecting critical and original thought.  

2. Writer presents an intelligible claim, evidencing basic understanding of the discipline and some critical thought.

1. Writer presents a shaky or simplistic claim which seems to reflect weak grasp of the discipline.  
Conclusion

3. Writer reaches reasonable and interesting conclusions based on claims and evidence

2. Writer reaches conclusions that are, for the most part, solid.

1. Writer reaches tenuous, illogical, or irrelevant conclusions.
	Score

Percent

Cumulative Percent

2

22.7

22.7

2.5

15.9

38.6

3

28.4

67.0

3.5

11.4

78.4

4

5.7

84.1

4.5

9.1

93.2

5

3.4

96.6

5.5

1.1

97.7

6

2.3

100.0




	Evidence

	Score = Provides relevant evidence + -demonstrates an awareness of disciplinary contributions and synthesis

	Evidence

3. Writer provides appropriate, relevant evidence, chosen to further claims and establish credibility and evaluated and analyzed according to writer’s purpose and context.  pos

2. Writer provides some evidence that while not fully analyzed is mostly relevant.

1. Writer provides no evidence, or evidence presented has little to do with the purported claim.  

Synthesis

3. Writer demonstrates an awareness of disciplinary contributions and synthesizes the ideas of others with his/her own.


2. Writer demonstrates some awareness of disciplinary contributions, although synthesis may be lacking.
 

1. Writer offers little or no synthesis of information or research with the writer’s own ideas.
	Score

Percent

Cumulative Percent

2

10.2

10.2

2.5

12.5

22.7

3

21.6

44.3

3.5

26.1

70.5

4

13.6

84.1

4.5

5.7

89.8

5

5.7

95.5

5.5

1.1

96.6

6

3.4

100.0




	Audience

	Score = - Constructs and maintains organizational pattern +  Employs style and mechanics suited to genre of academic writing

	Organization

3. Writer constructs and maintains an organizational pattern that facilitates reader understanding of the argument and information presented.  

2. Writer constructs an organizational pattern that allows for general understanding, although components of the structure may be weak or ill-sustained. 

1. Writer constructs a disjointed or flimsy organizational pattern that fails to lead the reader effectively through the text.  

Mechanics

3. Writer employs style and mechanics suited to the genre of academic writing and the specifics of the discipline, including appropriate word choice, usage, and documentation. 


2. Writer follows the expectations of academic writing, although there may be flaws in diction, usage, or documentation.
 

1. Writer employs style and mechanics inconsistent with the expectations of academic writing:  misuse of diction, poor usage, flawed documentation.
	Score

Percent

Cumulative Percent

2

10.2

10.2

2.5

25.0

35.2

3

13.6

48.9

3.5

13.6

62.5

4

18.2

80.7

4.5

8.0

88.6

5

6.8

95.5

5.5

1.1

96.6

6

3.4

100.0




