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Assessment Reporting 

Spring 2010 – Spring 2011
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):
	BA, BA Teacher Prep
	Department:
	Communication Studies

	Department Chair:
	Stephanie Coopman
	Phone:
	4-5360

	Report Prepared by:
	Ge Gao
	Phone:
	4-5383


Student Learning Outcome (SLO)

	To improve students’ effective scholarly and professional writing


Evidence for Need:  
As part of our program review, in Fall 2008, we collected data from our senior capstone course where students reflect and present their work in ALL three learning objective areas (LOs) to assess student learning. Specifically, a total of 99 student ePortfolios were compiled from Fall 2007, Spring 2008, & Fall 2008. The process of data analyses underwent two stages in Spring 2009. In stage one, the assessment coordinator randomly selected one piece of student work under each LO category (a total of 6) and distributed the work to the entire faculty for review. The purpose of this step was to calibrate our interpretations in terms of “inter rater reliability” and our rubric of assessment. In stage two, we selected the 3 LOs that carried over to the new major (ethics, research methods, & social responsibility) and formed faculty groups to read a total of 20 randomly selected papers in each LO area. We learned several things from this assessment process (e.g., clear articulation of LOs, creation of models, establishment of shared understanding and criteria, training of faculty in teaching ethics), but the students’ inability to engage in scholarly and professional writing overshadowed ALL OTHER needs during the reviews and discussions. As a result, the faculty agreed to use the one unit of “engagement” in ALL upper-division non-SJSU Studies classes for one year starting in Fall 2009 to work on improving students’ writing. We also agreed that every syllabus would state the following:

For this academic year, all Communication Studies classes will focus additionally on effective scholarly, professional writing. We feel it is important that you not only speak well, but that your writing is compelling and credible, as these two means of learning are intertwined. Additional assignments will emphasize not only argument and the development of your ideas, but also the clarity and correctness of your expression.
Changes to Curriculum or Pedagogy:  
In Fall 2009, all instructors devoted the 4th unit of the Foundations, Inquiry, and Practice courses (upper-division, non-SJSU Studies) to writing. Dr. Fassett provided handouts on the “ten things” we can do to improve writing in our classes. Other professors offered suggestions for teaching writing. We chose the Wadsworth Pocket Handbook as a required text in all classes so we can make references to sections/pages in the handbook as part of our evaluation of student writing. We agree that the handbook would not solve the problems of writing, but it would provide a foundation and consistency for setting an expectation to communicate to students about our move toward a culture of writing improvement and that writing is essential to communication. 

Examples of actions taken by individual faculty members to improve student writing include:

· Journal entries 

· Reflections of text chapters

· Multiple revisions of papers
· Peer critique of student papers
· Weekly writing assignments
· Annotated bibliography
· Policy and value cases for debate

Evidence for Impact:  
At the end of the Fall 2009 semester and after one semester of implementation of the one-unit of writing engagement, a survey was administered to faculty members and 13 responded. The areas of improvement identified include:

· citation format use

· paragraph structure

· proofreading ability 

· grammar and style

· integration of course material

· transitions between sections in papers

· use of evidence

· audience specific communication

The areas of changes proposed for Spring 2010 include:

· more evidence drills

· more writing workshops

· examples of successful student critiques

· more training in public-oriented communication

· in class practice of citations

· writing tip sheets

· better time management (e.g., earlier writing assignments)

· sequenced writing assignments

· more revisions
At the end of the Spring 2010 semester, instructors noted evidence for impact in the following areas:

· technical error rate reduction

· clarity of arguments

· learned how to document

· improvement in purpose and preview statement

· better sentence construction, grammatical level

· completeness of their essays

· ability to better incorporate research into briefs

· slight improvement vis-à-vis APA citation

· use of supporting evidence

· few typos and other sloppy mistakes

· improved citations

· improvement in use of diction to reach audience

· student satisfaction with writing experience

· enhanced ability to generate writing ideas given generalized prompts
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