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The A & S Assessment and General Education Committee would like to share its findings and recommendations from the assessment of effective oral communication.  The committee invites faculty to discuss the findings and recommendations at the departmental and division levels.

Some possible points for discussion may include:

· Are there specific places in the curriculum where oral communication is a weak/strong spot?  If an oral presentation is a key component of the capstone, does this fit in with the rest of the program, and how?
· Is there a clear path for students to work on these skills/competencies over the course of the major or program?  Does the development of skills build over clearly defined stages?  If the department/division determines that students need to work on this skill, where and how might that happen?
· Is effective oral communication one of the department’s/division’s goals and objectives?  Should it be?  Are there mechanisms in place to assess?  Might the pilot described in this report be useful?
· Would the department/division like to participate in the recommendations made by the committee?
The committee invites feedback and questions, and looks forward to continuing and ongoing discussion at the local and college level around these issues.
SUMMARY

During Spring 2012, the A & S Assessment and General Education Committee undertook one round of the assessment of Objective 2.1, using the A & S rubric for effective oral communication:

Objective 2.1:  Gives clear presentations before a group.
At the end of Spring 2012, the committee viewed video from Honors Week of 12 student presentations.  The videos were produced by University Relations; they showed student presentations in their entirety, including PowerPoint visuals where employed, and offered representation from all three divisions from sophomores to seniors.  Committee members used the A & S effective oral communication rubric to assess the presentations.  The committee also engaged in an extensive debriefing session to work through findings and recommendations.

A summary of findings indicates that students might be described as competent to high competent in the areas of content, performance, and awareness of audience.  On a scale from 2.0 to 6.0, the overall means were 4.50 (SD = .62) for content, 4.07 (SD = 1.13) for performance and 4.21 (SD=1.25) for awareness of audience categories respectively.  
METHODOLOGY

In April and May 2012, the A & S Assessment and General Education Committee convened to assess effective oral communication.  The committee began by viewing three presentations (one from each division) with the rubric as a group in order to calibrate responses.  Then the committee viewed 12 student presentations from Honors Week 2012, ranging from sophomores to seniors and including all three divisions.  Members of the committee worked in pairs, and each pair was assigned two presentations.  After viewing and discussing in pairs, the entire committee met to share and discuss results and recommendations.

The A&S Academic Assessment and General Education committee used the A&S rubric

for effective oral communication. There are six items on the rubric, two items that relate to content, two for performance and two for awareness of audience. Each presentation was evaluated by two people; for much of the analysis, the results for the two raters were averaged for each item. Then the two items for each area (content, performance, and awareness of audience) were added together. This gives the possibility of a maximum score of 6 for each area.

FINDINGS

The tables in the appendix offer a breakdown of the data for the 12 presentations.  These data suggest that student work in oral communication falls in the competent to high competent range; the overall mean was 4.5 out of 6.0.  Within individual assessment areas, the highest scores were found in the content/purpose area with most scores between 4.0 and 5.0.  Only two out of 12 presentations fell below 4.0.  In the performance area, scores clustered at 4, slightly above the midpoint; four out of 12 fell below 4.0.  Finally, scores for awareness of audience clustered between 3.0 and 4.0, however, this area was variable as two students scored as high as 6.0 and four students scored below 4.0.  
Members of the committee made the following qualitative observations related to effective oral communication:

· Students generally demonstrated competence in the areas of content and purpose.  Information was clearly delivered in a well-organized presentation; purpose was clear.

· Students demonstrated less mastery in the areas of audience awareness and performance.  Relying too heavily on reading notes or PowerPoint slides was noted fairly often.

· Much of the committee’s discussion related to whether students demonstrated deep knowledge of their discipline or material that might ground their presentation.  To what extent was students’ mastery of material visible, even if not present in their presentation? Overall, it was judged that students needed to know quite a lot in order to select and present appropriate content to their audience, and that generally students in these presentations demonstrated competence in this skill.

· Likewise, students needed to be able to show awareness of audience by crafting presentations that would be accessible to a general audience in a tightly constrained time period.  Overall, students demonstrated competence in this skill, although for some this was an emerging area.

· Less competent levels were observed in the categories of performance; students demonstrated less ability to present themselves credibly, with confidence.  Some showed emerging ability to modulate tone, maintain volume or engagement, or keep an appropriate pace.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The committee recognizes that the population studied in this round of assessment is not necessarily representative; students who present during Honors Week, while not all Honors students, are often strong presenters, and this is a self-selecting group.  Therefore, findings will not necessarily translate to or be reflective of other groups.  However, the committee feels that its work in this pilot might be useful in modeling a process for assessing effective oral communication that might be duplicated elsewhere.

Thus, the committee recommends that the process described in this report be replicated as part of Student Project Day and/or capstone presentations.  The committee recommends that an interdisciplinary group of faculty come together to calibrate the use of the A & S rubric, employ the rubric in the assessment of student work, and then have debriefing conversations to consider findings.

The committee also recommends that faculty work with Multimedia Classroom Support or some other unit to deal with technical and logistical issues; concerns include making sure sound recording is adequate and making sure the videoed artifact captures both the student presenter and whatever visual aids are being used.  The committee also recommends formulating a process for students who do poster presentations as part of their discipline.

The committee recognized that disciplines have their own conventions for presentation style in a professional context (it is common to read papers at professional conferences in English, for instance, while for some disciplines this would not be acceptable).   The committee recommends, therefore, that having some conversations about the capstone experience at the department level might be beneficial.

APPENDIX:  Rubric for Objective 2.1:  Assessment of effective oral communication
	Level
	Masterful
	Competent
	Developmental

	Criteria
	
	
	

	Content
	· Student presenter has a clear purpose, grounded in knowledge of the subject matter and reflecting critical thought upon that knowledge.

· Student presenter demonstrates evidence of thorough preparation reflected in quality and depth of information and/or argument presented, use of appropriate details, visual aids, research and documentation, etc.
	· Student presenter has a purpose, although focus is at times lost, and evidences basic understanding of the subject matter and some critical thought.

· Student presenter is for the most part prepared, but may be lacking in some thoroughness or detail; supplementary material/evidence/research/ visual aids may be less than satisfactory. 
	· Student presenter lacks a clear purpose or foundation in course material or knowledge of subject matter.

· Student presenter is unprepared and unfocused; discussion of information and/or argument lacks depth and detail.

	Performance
	· Student presenter’s stance conveys credibility, confidence, and expertise. 

· Student presenter crafts a delivery that includes appropriate presentation of physical presence, voice, and language.
	· Student presenter’s stance is credible overall, but may lack some confidence.

· Student presenter has a generally strong delivery, but may have weakness in physical presence, voice, and/or language.
	· Student presenter demonstrates no credibility, confidence, or expertise.  

· Student presenter has poor or inappropriate delivery; physical presence, voice, and language are used poorly or inappropriately. 

	Awareness of Audience
	· Student presenter has constructed a clear organizational pattern to facilitate audience listening and understanding, with a strong introduction and conclusion supported by a coherent and logical presentation of information or argument.

· Student presenter has a strong engagement with the audience and is conscious of appropriate pacing and individual and group response, including during Q&A.
	· Student presenter creates an organizational pattern that facilitates audience understanding, but may not have coherence all the way through; introduction, conclusion, and/or transition points may be weak.

· Student presenter is aware of audience needs and responses, although may not engage effectively through adjustments in pacing, strong Q&A, etc.
	· Student presenter constructs a disjointed or flimsy organizational pattern that fails to lead the audience effectively through the material.  

· Student presenter lacks awareness of audience needs and responses; presentation is poorly paced and presenter fails to engage.


APPENDIX:  Findings from Spring 2012 Assessment:  Quantitative Data

Frequency Distributions by Oral Communication Characteristic

	Content

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	2.00
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	8.3

	
	3.00
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	16.7

	
	4.00
	3
	25.0
	25.0
	41.7

	
	4.50
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	50.0

	
	5.00
	3
	25.0
	25.0
	75.0

	
	5.50
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	83.3

	
	6.00
	2
	16.7
	16.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	12
	100.0
	100.0
	


	Performance

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	2.00
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	8.3

	
	3.00
	2
	16.7
	16.7
	25.0

	
	3.50
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	33.3

	
	4.00
	4
	33.3
	33.3
	66.7

	
	4.80
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	75.0

	
	5.00
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	83.3

	
	5.50
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	91.7

	
	6.00
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	100.0

	
	Total
	12
	100.0
	100.0
	


	AwarenessofAudience

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	2.00
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	8.3

	
	3.00
	2
	16.7
	16.7
	25.0

	
	3.50
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	33.3

	
	4.00
	3
	25.0
	25.0
	58.3

	
	4.50
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	66.7

	
	5.00
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	75.0

	
	5.50
	1
	8.3
	8.3
	83.3

	
	6.00
	2
	16.7
	16.7
	100.0

	
	Total
	12
	100.0
	100.0
	



