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As you now know an interim report on the assessment of student learning is due to WASC in fall of 2010. We have been asked to demonstrate that we are using assessment data to improve student learning (i.e., “closing the assessment loop”) and that the assessment process is sustainable. To that end, we are asking programs to report on their most complete student learning outcome (SLO) during this reporting cycle. Please identify your selected SLO in the box below and provide the requested information.
Program Information

	Degree Program(s):
	Humanities, Liberal Studies, Creative Arts and Religious Studies
	Department:
	Humanities

	Department Chair:
	Chris Jochim
	Phone:
	4-4465

	Report Prepared by:
	Susan Verducci
	Phone:
	4-4459


Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

	This is where you will type the actual student-learning outcome (SLO) on which you have focused. 

The Humanities, Liberal Studies, Creative Arts and Religious Studies programs are collaborating to improve their individual but interrelated SLOs pertaining to writing, argumentation in particular.  These SLOs are: 

Humanities SLO #2: Become skilled in the expression (written and verbal) of the results of interpretation, analysis, synthesis, and argument of ideas in the works of major authors and artists.
Liberal Studies SLO #6: Construct a logical, coherent, and persuasive argument that includes a clear thesis and clear premises. 

Creative Arts SLO #1: Be able to explain clearly and precisely relationships between the various arts, connections and commonalities as well as differences in written and oral communication.
Religious Studies SLO # 5: Write and speak about religions in a scholarly, civil, and respectful manner, using the academic discourses that have evolved for this purpose.




Evidence for Need:  

What evidence was used to identify this SLO as a candidate for improvement (e.g., describe the prior assessment activities, data, and discussions that led to this decision)?

Previous assessment of data collected across the four programs with regards to communication skills demonstrated on capstone course major writing assignments (HUM 190, AMS 190, CA 172*, RELS 195) revealed a recurring weakness in effective argumentation as a rhetorical strategy. Indirect evidence of weaknesses in argumentation and writing included anecdotes from professors teaching our majors. Clear, clean writing and evidence-based argumentation were targeted for assessment and improvement.

Changes to Curriculum or Pedagogy:  

What actions were taken to improve student learning related to this outcome (e.g., program changes, changes in pedagogy, process changes, resources requests, etc)?

Anecdotal evidence of writing and argumentation weaknesses led a small group of faculty in 2004 and 2005 to meet informally each semester to discuss how to improve teaching and student learning in these areas.  Our first major assessment-driven policy change, however, occurred in Spring 2007 when we made Humanities 100W a prerequisite for the Senior Seminar in Humanities (Hum 190).  
Our most recent plan, Fall 2009, instituted a new curricular policy to impact the required Humanities and Creative Arts 100W courses (all students) and the Senior Capstone or other relevant Capstone-like courses students take in each major (Humanities 190, American Studies 190, Creative Arts 172* and Religious Studies 195).  Each course now required a writing assignment focusing on argumentation.  Pedagogy in these classes shifted to focus on supporting students in this area.  The assignments were assessed using the following rubric:

	Score
	Score Point Description

	4
	A “4” is a well-formed writing sample that effectively communicates a whole message to 

the specified audience.

I.  The writer clearly presents a central idea and/or point of view and maintains focus on that topic; the response is well reasoned.

II. Ideas or points of discussion are logically arranged, and their meaning is clearly communicated.

III. Generalizations and assertions are well supported with relevant, specific, and detailed development.

IV. Choice of words is precise; usage is careful and accurate.

V.  The writer composes sentences of syntactic complexity and variety and constructs coherent paragraphs, although the response may contain minor flaws in mechanical conventions.  

VI.  The response completely addresses the topic and uses language and style appropriate for the given audience and purpose.

	3
	A “3” is an adequately formed writing sample that communicates a message to the specified 

audience.

I.  The writer presents a central idea and/or point of view and the focus is generally maintained; the response is adequately reasoned.

II. Organization of ideas is generally clear and effective, and the meaning is generally clear.

III. Generalizations and assertions are adequately supported, although perhaps unevenly.

IV. Word choice and usage are adequate; some errors exist but do not impede meaning.

V.  The writer’s response may have errors in paragraphing, sentence structure, and/or mechanical conventions, but they are neither serious nor frequent enough to distract or confuse the reader. 

VI.  The response may not fully address the topic (i.e., one of the tasks in the assignment may be neglected or may be vaguely or incompletely addressed), but language and style are appropriate for the given audience and purpose.

	2
	A “2” is a partially formed writing sample that attempts to communicate a message to the 

specified audience.

I.  The writer may state a central idea and/or point of view, but loses focus on that idea; the response is simplistically reasoned.

II. Organization of ideas may be evident, but is largely ineffective, and the response is generally unclear.

III. Generalizations and assertions are only partially supported; the response may contain irrelevant, insufficient, or imprecise details.

IV. Word choice and usage are generally imprecise and distracting.

V.  The writer’s response may have distracting errors in paragraphing, sentence structure, mechanical conventions and/or dependence upon short, choppy sentences with minimal modification. 

VI.  The response incompletely addresses most tasks of the assignment and/or inadequately uses language and style appropriate for the given audience and purpose.

	1
	A “1” is an inadequately formed writing sample that attempts to communicate a message to the 

specified audience.

I.  The writer fails to state and/or remain focused on a central idea and/or point of view; the response lacks coherence and reason.

II. Organization of ideas is ineffective and seriously flawed; meaning is unclear throughout.  

III. Generalizations and assertions are not supported or are severely underdeveloped; the presentation of details is confused.

IV. Word choice and usage are largely imprecise, and there are severe distracting errors.

V.  The writer commits serious and numerous errors in paragraphing, sentence structure, and/or mechanical conventions. 

VI.  The response demonstrates little or no understanding of any of the assignment’s tasks; language and style may be inappropriate for the given audience and purpose.


( CBEST Writing Score Scale)

We converted the numerical ratings to these assessment levels for the rubric as we examined our data on argumentation:  Level 1 =  Inadequate,  Level 2 = Emergent, Level 3 = Adequate, Level 4 = Superior. 

Evidence for Impact:  

What is the evidence that the actions taken above impacted student learning for this outcome? 

Assessment of 126 student papers from seven separate upper division courses (four Capstone sections and 3 sections of 100W) revealed that 48% of students scored at the “Superior” level (4), 41% of students scored at the “Adequate” level (3), 7% of students scored at the “Emergent” level (2) and 3% of students scored at the “Inadequate” level (1).  When these scores were disaggregated in terms of 100W students and Capstone students, important and significant differences appears.  In the Capstone courses, 56% of students scored at the “Superior” level (4) compared to 30% in 100W; 38% scored at the “Adequate” level (3) compared to 49% in 100W; 6% scored at the “Emergent” level (2) compared to 10% in 100W; and no student scored at the “Inadequate” level (1) compared to 10% in 100W.  Students in Capstone courses are scoring consistently higher than students in 100W

Future Ideas
Although the crisis of 3+ years ago seems to have passed, there is clearly room for improvement and growth.  One form that future assessment might take is to collect specific data on the areas of argumentation defined in the rubric (thesis, organization, evidence, use of language, syntax/grammar and salience).  It is unclear from our current data which areas require more focused pedagogical attention.  Another future action we are considering is better insuring that the 100Ws cover argumentation uniformly, and that all senior seminars have some strategy to check on this.  We plan to keep probing and refining these particular SLOs further.
*Although data from Creative Arts 172 was used in this assessment, future assessments will use data from Creative Arts 178.  In Fall 2009, we submitted a formal change to this course from “Creative Arts Seminar” to “Senior Seminar in the Creative Arts.”
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