COMMUNICATION (aggregate results)

Assessment Type:  GEC




Year/Term: 2009-10 / 2

High Impact Practice: none noted

Level:  2 100-level courses; 3 200-level courses

Learning Outcome:

Communication

Measurement Scale:  1-3

Assessment Method/Tool:
Rubric


Sample size (aggregate): 99

	Communication Performance Criteria
	Developing

(# of students)
	Adequate

(# of students)
	Proficient

(# of students)

	1.  Clearly focuses and logically organizes communication


	32
	32.3%
	35
	35.4%
	32
	32.3%

	2.  Presents convincing evidence


	40


	40.4%
	31
	31.3%
	28
	28.3%

	3.  Edits carefully and accurately


	33
	33.3%


	34
	34.4%
	32
	32.3%

	4.  Employs graphics, media, and source materials appropriately and ethically


	41
	41.4%
	30
	30.3%
	28
	28.3%

	Averages

(based on 99 student sample size)
	
	36.8%
	
	32.8%
	
	30.3%


Institutional Benchmark:
85%
Institutional benchmark goal for 



Percent of students meeting 



“Adequate” or “Proficient” levels

Percent Achieving Benchmark:
64.9%
Actual percent of students meeting 


“Adequate” or “Proficient” levels
Analysis:  The following disciplinary areas were represented in this sampling of the Communication learning outcome: History, Mathematics, Spanish, Theater Arts, and Writing.  The sampling was drawn from a mixture of 100- and 200-level courses with mixed population of students.  The best performers were upper-division students; lower-division students did not perform as well in this learning outcome.  About half of the faculty participating in the sampling did not make the learning outcome explicit to students; about half did.  Generally, at the 200-level, assignments do not require full-blown research projects, and students seldom employ graphics. Faculty were normed in the selection of assignment and understanding of the criteria, but were not normed as a group. 
Closing the Loop:  The selection of faculty participants needs to be made in Spring so that norming on the criteria and expectations for the levels of proficiency are clear prior to the beginning of Fall.  Norming needs to continue throughout the year.  Only one faculty member in Theater discovered that the program had chosen the wrong outcome for the course.  The other faculty members noted that students continue to struggle with written and oral proficiency, even when assignments leading up to the assessed assignment helped to develop their communication skill level.  In some cases, it was noted that due to enrollment increases, students were advised into classes they were not prepared for.  Various writing problems, learning disabilities, and literacy issues in a second language point to the need to view the Communication learning outcome as a progressive skill that warrants more careful attention in course sequencing, course placement, and disciplinary strategies for scaffolding students’ development in this area.

Recommendations:

· Select the Sampling Group in Spring, norm them, and educate them in the protocols of conducting the assessment in an explicit way with students

· Work with Advisors to ensure that students are properly placed within courses

· Converse within and between disciplines about the essential skill of Communication and strategies for embedding the outcome in common assignments pegged to the Communication learning outcome that might derive from a common reading (i.e., during Orientation week), as reading is the weakest link in students’ preparation to do well with this learning outcome. 
