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Overview of Data:

Since 2005, assessment of the Writing Emphasis (WE) overlay has refined its instrument, methodology, and recruitment.  In 2008, the assessment produced statistically significant data for the first time.  Yet, this report of data generated from 2007 and 2008 remains inconclusive because of the small sample size in 2007 (Table 1), addition of level descriptors in 2008 (Notes on Methods; attached rubric), and the content area imbalance from 2008 (Table 1).  In its current form, the data, particularly from the larger sample of 2008, reveal information that bears watching as the anticipated adjustments to sampling produce the first actionable data in 2009.

· Less than 50% of seniors met the university standard in 2008 (Table 2).
· Over 60% of students with a fourth WE-designated course met standard in 2008 as compared to 45% who were completing their required third WE course (Table 3).
· Seniors scored lowest on the purpose/evidence trait in 2007 and 2008, a factor that follows consistently with numbers of WE courses taken and class ranking (Table 2).
· Seniors scored second lowest on the mechanics trait in 2007 and 2008 (Table 2).
· In 2008, 54 seniors were randomly selected but only 45 students had taken at least 2 prior WE courses, meaning that nearly 20% of seniors clustered multiple WE courses at the end of their academic careers (Tables 2 & 3).
If it remains consistent in 2009, the data indicate the following possible actions:

· Review of sequencing of WE courses within majors to ensure a better distribution across academic years

· Development of a sophomore-level foundation course for each discipline either as a migration of an existing course or as an additional requirement to ensure earlier instruction of the discourse conventions for specific fields
· Review of the information literacy overlay in response to the low scores on the purpose/evidence trait

Notes on Methods:

1. For statistical significance, the UWC determined that a total sample size of 150 randomly selected students from 10 WE courses is necessary for any given semester.
2. Faculty participants applied a randomizing factor to their class rosters and had a discipline partner score student performances on one late-semester assignment using the approved WE rubric in 2007.  In 2008, faculty participants normed with a discipline partner and scored randomly selected papers from their own classes.
3. In 2007, working exclusively on a voluntary basis, the pilot evaluation fell short of statistical significance.

4. Based on feedback from faculty participants, the 2008 assessment introduced the following changes:

· Clarified trait descriptors to distinguish “3” and “4” level performances 

· Introduced mandatory, rather than optional, rubric training and norming sessions with discipline partner

· Instructed course professors to score samples rather than discipline partners

· Added level descriptors including declaration of level “3” as a university standard for graduate writers.

· Received UCC approval to add WE assessment participation as requirement of WE course approval in Spring 2007.

5. In 2008, professors normed by achieving a differential of 1 level or less in each of the five performance categories.

6. A “3” level performance is the presumed standard for a university graduate with a performance goal of a “4” level performance.

General Administrative Observations:

1. Reduction of 0.5-1.0 in performance between 2007 and 2008 is likely due to methodological changes with the addition of mandatory rubric training and inclusion of level descriptors keyed to professional competence rather than competence for that class.
2. Contrary to the intention of WE designers, WE courses are unevenly distributed across a student’s career, often clustered by students at convenient moments of their curriculum, rather than providing reinforcement at each year of progress.  A notable number of students with 0 WE courses taken were enrolled in multiple WE courses during the semester of testing.

3. Students reported #’s of WE courses taken with less than 10% accuracy, indicating that student biography sheets may be unnecessary in future assessments.

4. To ensure accuracy of data analysis and reduce the burden on assessment committees, general education assessment should be entered into a centralized database which can generate standardized reports upon request.
Special Thank You:

1.  The University Writing Committee would like to acknowledge the extraordinary contribution of the following faculty members for their participation in WE Assessment:

Jim Bean, Sue Boland, Nishantha de Silva, Richard Fetzer, Shonah Hunter, Marcia Kurzynski, Amy Kutay, Sally Lima, Martin Maresch, Tara Mitchell, Cori Myers, Ted Nuttall, Barrie Overton, Conne Reece, David Russell, Julie Story, Richard Van Dyke, and Jacqueline Whitling

2.  The following past or current members of the University Writing Committee should be acknowledged for their contributions to the current WE assessment process as it has evolved from 2005:

Pamela Brungard, Brenda Corman, Tracey Cummings, Gayatri Devi, Steven Guthrie, Shonah Hunter, Roger Johnson, Martin Maresch, Jim Meek, Cori Myers, Conne Reece, J. Scott Richeson, David Russell, Laxman Satya, Julie Story, Richard Van Dyke, Greg Walker, David White, and John Wilson
Attachments:

1. Current Rubric

2. Instruction cover sheet
Table 1.  Sample distribution by content area
	2007 (64 students)
	#
	2008 (227 students)
	#

	Sciences     
	18
	Sciences
	190

	Humanities 
	18
	Humanities
	21

	Social Sciences
	9
	Social Sciences
	9

	Business
	19
	Business
	10

	
	
	Education
	7


Table 2.  Class Standing: Average performance and percentage of sample meeting university writing standard (5-point scale; 3=standard for college, though not declared in 2007)
2007

	Class 
	Overall
	Topic
	Purp/Evid
	Org.
	Style
	Mech.

	
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave. 
	%
	Ave.
	%

	Fr (4)
	3.03
	75
	3.00
	75
	3.13
	75
	2.83
	75
	3.00
	100
	3.13
	100

	So (6)
	3.25
	67
	3.17
	66
	3.25
	100
	3.42
	83
	3.33
	66
	3.01
	66

	Jr (24)
	3.33
	63
	3.21
	87
	3.25
	88
	3.27
	79
	3.40
	79
	3.46
	88

	Sr (30)
	3.31
	73
	3.37
	73
	3.23
	77
	3.27
	77
	3.50
	80
	3.20
	74


2008

	Class 
	Overall
	Topic
	Purp/Evi
	Org.
	Style
	Mech.

	
	Ave
	%
	Ave
	%
	Ave
	%
	Ave
	%
	Ave 
	%
	Ave
	%

	Fr (100)
	2.17
	16
	2.19
	31
	2.13
	34
	2.16
	35
	2.20
	35
	2.19
	27

	So (38)
	2.47
	24
	2.42
	34
	2.39
	42
	2.45
	40
	2.58
	37
	2.39
	34

	Jr (32)
	2.61
	44
	2.78
	69
	2.44
	41
	2.66
	60
	2.63
	50
	2.59
	51

	Sr (54)
	2.81
	48
	2.78
	63
	2.70
	58
	2.87
	72
	2.91
	66
	2.80
	63

	Other (3)
	


Table 3.  WE Courses Taken: Average performance and percentage of sample meeting university writing standard (5-point scale; 3=standard for college graduate)
2007

	# Prior WE
	Overall
	Topic
	Purp/Evid
	Org.
	Style
	Mech.

	
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave. 
	%
	Ave.
	%

	0 (20)
	3.19
	65
	3.18
	80
	3.23
	95
	3.08
	70
	3.20
	75
	3.18
	80

	1 (7)
	3.00
	57
	3.00
	85
	3.14
	86
	2.79
	71
	3.00
	85
	3.07
	85

	2 (13)
	3.61
	77
	3.46
	92
	3.31
	84
	3.46
	93
	3.37
	85
	3.69
	85

	3 (24)
	3.29
	71
	3.31
	80
	3.23
	76
	3.29
	80
	3.44
	76
	3.19
	76


2008

	# Prior WE
	Overall
	Topic
	Purp/Evid
	Org.
	Style
	Mech.

	
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave.
	%
	Ave. 
	%
	Ave.
	%

	0 (135)
	2.23
	19
	2.25
	32
	2.14
	32
	2.23
	35
	2.23
	33
	2.26
	29

	1 (47)
	2.68
	36
	2.60
	53
	2.64
	55
	2.68
	62
	2.85
	63
	2.64
	51

	2 (18)
	2.66
	45
	2.78
	73
	2.44
	45
	2.78
	71
	2.72
	50
	2.56
	56

	3 (27)
	2.97
	63
	3.00
	74
	2.85
	66
	3.00
	82
	3.15
	78
	2.85
	67


