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The English Faculty and the A & S Assessment and General Education Committee would like to share their findings and recommendations from the Fall 2012 assessment of a pilot redesign of ENGL 101.  The course revisions came about as a result of findings and recommendations from a Fall 2010 assessment of ENGL 101/103.  
Some possible points for discussion (some of which is already underway in English) may include:

· In what ways can ENGL 101 serve as a foundational course for both general education and students’ work in their majors?

· In what ways can ENGL 101 play a role in the first-year experience?

· What changes might we make to our teaching to address areas where students are still struggling?

· What might we learn about course and assignment design from these findings?

· How might we use the findings and our discussion to facilitate professional development for all faculty teaching ENGL 101?

· What might be some implications of the findings beyond this specific course/program?
The English Faculty and the A & S Assessment and General Education Committee invite feedback and questions, and look forward to continuing and ongoing discussion at the local and college level around these issues.

SUMMARY

In AY 2010-2011, the A & S Assessment and General Education Committee studied a sample of ENGL 101/103 papers in order to assess effective communication and critical thinking.  The data revealed that students were barely competent, with many falling into the category of developmental.  As a result of these findings, the English faculty proposed and implemented a redesign of ENGL 101.  It was noted that students in ENGL 103 performed better, so the faculty used the design of that course as a starting point for its work.  

This course revision was piloted in Fall 2012, and the English faculty joined with the A & S Assessment and General Education Committee in December 2012 to repeat the assessment, using the same design, with a larger sample of both ENGL 101 and 103 papers, representative of all schools and colleges.

The group used the A & S effective written communication rubric to assess writing, as well as selected components of the rubric related to claims and evidence to score for critical thinking; the committee also engaged in extensive debriefing sessions during and after to work through findings and recommendations.

A summary of findings indicates that the number of students achieving competence over all three categories rose significantly.  While few students were at masterful (similarly to 2010), the percentages of students at developmental and competent levels essentially flipped from 2010 to 2012.  Scores rose from developmental to competent across all three categories of claim, evidence, and audience.
BACKGROUND (2010-2012)

During AY 2010-2011, the A & S Assessment and General Education Committee undertook assessment of Objective 2.2 and Objective 4.2:

Objective 2.2:  Students will be able to write papers that require locating, analyzing, and formally referencing information sources to support conclusions.

Objective 4.2:  Students will be able to make claims and draw conclusions supported by the marshaling and evaluation of evidence.

At the end of Fall 2010, the committee read and scored a random sample of ENGL 101/103 papers.  Committee members used the A & S effective written communication rubric to assess writing, as well as selected components of the rubric related to claims and evidence to score for critical thinking; the committee also engaged in extensive debriefing sessions during AY 2010-2011 to work through findings and recommendations.  The English Faculty took up these discussions in AY 2011-2012 in order to implement the committee’s recommendations in the redesign of ENGL 101.

A summary of findings in 2010 indicated that students barely met the standard for competent at the ENGL 101/103 level; students were not at the masterful level, and many were at the developmental level.  For effective written communication and critical thinking, scores were in the low range for articulating claim and deploying evidence.  Additionally, papers were also rated with low scores on ability to implement counterclaims, make syntheses, use sources credibly, and manipulate audience and purpose.

As a result of these findings, the English Faculty undertook to revise ENGL 101.  A pilot version of the new course was implemented among full-time faculty for Fall 2012, with a planned roll-out across all sections for Fall 2013.

METHODOLOGY

In December 2012, the English Faculty and the A & S Assessment and General Education Committee convened to assess effective written communication and critical thinking in the revised pilot version of ENGL 101.  Members of the group were assigned a random sample of ENGL 101 and 103 papers, with each paper getting two readers.  Using the A & S effective written communication rubric (see Appendix), which was adapted to score for critical thinking (specifically 6.2) concomitantly, members of the group read and scored the papers; the pairs of readers met for each paper to calibrate the scoring.  The group then gathered for an hour-long debriefing.  In the fall of 2012, there were 432 freshmen in the class; a random sample of 108 students (25%) was selected from this group, representing all schools and colleges. 

The group used the A&S rubric for effective communication and critical thinking to evaluate all of the papers. There are six items on the rubric, two items that relate to claim, two for evidence and two for audience. Each paper 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 (claim, evidence, and audience) were added together. This gives the possibility of a maximum score of 6 for each area.  Inter-rater reliability was .9 across pairs of raters.  
FINDINGS

Even taking into account the relative strength of this year’s freshmen class (one of the strongest in a decade), the findings (see Appendix; ENGL 101 only, excluding ENGL 103) suggest that there may be positive outcomes from the course redesign.  Best practices emerging from the course redesign include:
· designing the final paper as a progressive assignment, with continual actionable feedback and revision

· centering individual sections around a theme, allowing for concentrated attention to questions, ideas, and texts; and facilitating students making connections over the course of the semester

· a more sustained emphasis over the course of discussion and assignments to a lexicon of critical thinking

· modeling the development of argument and deployment of evidence through the reading of secondary literature

· individual conferences early and often

· providing short skills-based writing prompts

As this list of best practices indicates, faculty devoted time and attention in their course and assignment design to work meant to facilitate student learning around generating claims and using evidence.  Faculty created opportunities for specific discussions and tasks focused on process, modeling, and critical thinking.  Specific diagnostic and individualized attention to student writing issues through conferences and through intensive attention to feedback and revision via the progressive paper also played a role in positive outcomes.  In short, the results indicating an increase in students achieving a level of competent in their critical thinking may have come from course design facilitating the development of skills in argument and use of evidence, and habits of thought indicative of the ability to generate ideas and make connections.
The data indicates students having a greater mastery over claims and evidence.  In debriefing sessions, faculty noted an increased ability to generate a meaningful claim, reflecting original and critical thought  (2012=63.9% at the competent level; 2010=22.4% at the competent level).  Additionally, faculty noted students’ ability to manipulate a wide range of relevant and credible evidence (2012=72.2% at the competent level; 2010=42.1% at the competent level).  Students’ awareness of audience and ability to manipulate effectively the conventions of academic writing also showed a shift towards competent (2012=63.9% at the competent level; 2010=36.8% at the competent level).  Weakness continues to persist in the area of synthesis, and faculty noted the prevalence of what researchers call “patchwriting”:  students patching or piecing together research with their own writing without synthesis, analysis, or reflection.  Overall, however, the emphasis in the course on critical thinking and generating ideas and arguments from a wide range of challenging reading, and then using texts to support claims effectively, seems to have had positive results.

APPENDIX:  Rubric for Objective 2.2:  Assessment of effective written communication

Assessment Criteria for 2.2 “Students will be able to write papers that require locating, analyzing and formally referencing information sources to support conclusions”

	Level


	Masterful
	Competent
	Developmental

	Criteria


	
	
	

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

Writer reaches reasonable and interesting conclusions based on claims and evidence
	Writer presents an intelligible claim, evidencing basic understanding of the discipline and some critical thought.

Writer reaches conclusions that are, for the most part, solid.
	Writer presents a shaky or simplistic claim which seems to reflect weak grasp of the discipline.  

Writer reaches tenuous, illogical, or irrelevant conclusions.

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

Writer demonstrates an awareness of disciplinary contributions and synthesizes the ideas of others with his/her own.
	Writer provides some evidence that while not fully analyzed is mostly relevant.

Writer demonstrates some awareness of disciplinary contributions, although synthesis may be lacking.
	Writer provides no evidence, or evidence presented has little to do with the purported claim.  

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

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

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

Writer follows the expectations of academic writing, although there may be flaws in diction, usage, or documentation.
	Writer constructs a disjointed or flimsy organizational pattern that fails to lead the reader effectively through the text.  

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


Revised 6 April 2008; A & S Assessment and General Education Committee.
APPENDIX:  Findings from Fall 2012 Assessment:  Quantitative Data

	Time of Assessment * Level of Claim 

English 101

	
	
	Total

	
	Claim Recoded into 3 categories
	
	Developmental (Scores 2 - 3)
	Competent 

(Scores 3.5 - 4.5)
	Masterful (Scores 5-6)
	Total

	Time of Assessment
	2010
	Count
	55
	17
	4
	76

	
	
	% within Time of Assessment
	72.4%
	22.4%
	5.3%
	100.0%

	
	2012
	Count
	22
	46
	4
	72

	
	
	% within Time of Assessment
	30.6%
	63.9%
	5.6%
	100.0%


	Time of Assessment * Level of Evidence

English 101

	
	
	Total

	
	Evidence  Recoded into 3 categories
	
	Developmental (Scores 2 - 3)
	Competent 

(Scores 3.5 - 4.5)
	Masterful 

(Scores 5 - 6)
	Total

	Time of Assessment
	2010
	Count
	38
	32
	6
	76

	
	
	% within Time of Assessment
	50.0%
	42.1%
	7.9%
	100.0%

	
	2012
	Count
	15
	52
	5
	72

	
	
	% within Time of Assessment
	20.8%
	72.2%
	6.9%
	100.0%


	Time of Assessment * Level of Audience

English 101

	
	
	Total

	
	Audience Recoded into 3 categories
	
	Developmental 

(Scores 2 - 3)
	Competent 

(Scores 3.5 - 4.5)
	Masterful 

(Scores 5 - 6)
	Total

	Time of Assessment
	2010
	Count
	43
	28
	5
	76

	
	
	% within Time of Assessment
	56.6%
	36.8%
	6.6%
	100.0%

	
	2012
	Count
	19
	46
	7
	72

	
	
	% within Time of Assessment
	26.4%
	63.9%
	9.7%
	100.0%



