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Core Curriculum Assessment Report

Spring 2007 Pilot Project:
Evaluating CMP 101 Research Papers with the Daemen College Writing Rubric
Learning Objective for Communication Competency 
Students will be able to write and speak to specific purposes, audiences and contexts.
Learning Objectives for Composition 101
In their writing, students will demonstrate unity (present and support a thesis or problem statement throughout a paper), coherence, appropriate grammar, diction, tone and voice.  In addition, students will demonstrate research and information literacy when documenting sources.

I. Background on Pilot Project
Prior Experimentation with Rubrics

The Daemen Core Assessment Plan calls for the use of existing student course work in assessment.  In 2006, a group of faculty, led by the Core Director, conducted two experimental projects using rubrics to evaluate student work samples for writing and critical thinking.  The results of the initial experiments suggested that faculty found the use of rubrics a promising method for evaluating core competencies, but that the rubrics and the evaluation process required some revision.  Discrepancies in scoring by different faculty members rating the same work suggested a need for more in-depth faculty orientation to interpreting and using the rubric to improve inter-rater reliability. 
The May 2007 Pilot Project Process

For the May 2007 CMP 101 pilot evaluation project, Daemen Writing Coordinator Karl Terryberry revised the writing rubric based on the five main learning objectives of CMP 101 (See Appendix A).  The four levels of the rubric are now aligned with degrees of writing proficiency expected from incoming students (level 1), end of first year students (level 2), junior or senior students (level 3), and college graduates or professionals (level 4).  
Ten faculty members, selected from the English department and other departments who teach the majority of Core courses, were invited by the Core Director to participate in the evaluation session.  The faculty included representatives from English (Gayle Nason-Churchill, Shirley Peterson, Peter Siedlecki and Karl Terryberry), History & Government (Andrew Wise and Penny Messinger), Foreign Language (Kevin Telford), Philosophy & Religion (Shawn Kelley), and Psychology (Ellen Banks and Colleen Kashino).  Participants received a modest stipend for their work.
The 2007 project involved a one-day evaluation session on May 23, from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m. in the Wick Board room.  Prior to meeting, faculty evaluators received the rubric and instructions, along with anchor papers that provided examples of the quality of writing expected at each level.  In addition, the evaluation session began with an orientation that included an introduction to the Core Assessment Plan by Intisar Hibschweiler, an introduction to rubrics by Mimi Steadman, and an introduction the Daemen Writing Rubric and its application by Karl Terryberry.  Prior to rating papers, faculty discussed the components of the rubric, viewed sample papers that presented unique problems for evaluation, and completed a practice-grading exercise.  
Freshman student work samples for this evaluation were collected from Fall 2006 CMP 101 instructors who provided their students’ final research papers to Karl Terryberry.  From approximately 75 papers, 40 papers were randomly selected. Student and instructor names were removed, and the papers were numbered from 1-40 and randomly divided into five sets of eight papers each.  Each set of eight papers was rated by a pair of faculty evaluators.  

Each freshman student work sample was scored by two faculty members, who were encouraged to discuss their scoring decisions, as part of the ongoing orientation and calibration process to promote consistent application of the rubric.

To determine the score, the following scoring system, was used:

Scoring Record Sheet for CMP 101 Writing Evaluation

May 23, 2007

	Student Paper
	Rater 1 Score
	Rater 2 Score
	Rater 3 Score

(if needed) 
	Final Score

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Scoring instructions:

1. Compare the two ratings.

2. If the two ratings agree, enter that score in the “final score” box.

3. (Discuss reasons for ratings, and see if discussion results in any changes of opinion by one of the raters.)

4. If the two ratings are only one level apart (i.e., 1 and 2, or 2 and 3), average the two scores and enter the average score in the “final score” box.

5. If the two ratings are more than one level apart, a third rating is needed.  

If a third rater is brought in:
Compare the three scores.

If two scores agree, enter that score in the “final score” box.

If the three ratings are different, use the middle score, or call over the Writing Coordinator for further discussion.

II. Results
A. The Revised Draft Rubric
Karl Terryberry revised the 2006 writing rubric based on feedback from last year and with the Composition 101 learning objectives as key criteria for evaluation.  Faculty response to the revised rubric was very positive, and their feedback at the end of the session suggested they found the rubric clear and useful for evaluating the composition research papers.  A few faculty suggested minor revisions to the rubric.  For example, psychology faculty members suggested adding, under the criteria for “information literacy,” additional detail such as dates and relevance of references, and under the criteria for “unity,” expanding the notion of “supporting a thesis,” to include “solving a problem,” for science research papers.  Faculty will send any additional rubric revisions suggestions to the Writing Coordinator to use next year.
B. Scoring Process
In the previous evaluation experiments for writing and critical thinking, faculty received minimal instructions and a copy of the rubric via email, then took student work home to score on their own.  For the spring 2007 pilot project, all evaluators worked in the same room at the same time, facilitating conversation about the scoring process and interpretation of the rubric.  Faculty discussed the differences between evaluating an individual student for a grade in a class and evaluating student work in the aggregate for assessment purposes. The four hour evaluation session provided enough time for orientation to the rubric, lunch, the double rating of 40 papers, and a debriefing session at the end.  Faculty commented that they enjoyed working together while rating, as a change from the usual solitary grading of student papers.  When polled at the end of the session, all evaluators indicated that they would be willing to participate in future evaluation sessions. The rubric orientation session prior to scoring, along with working side by side while grading, improved consistency across raters as compared to the previous year’s results.  The table and graph below compare the consistency of ratings by different evaluators in 2006 and 2007.
Table 1:
Consistency in Ratings of Same Student Papers by Two Faculty Evaluators

	2006-07

(40 papers)
	Both faculty rated paper the same
	Scores differed by one level
	Scores differed by two levels
	Scores differed by three levels

	Number 
	32
	7
	1
	0

	Percent
	80
	17.5
	2.5
	0

	2005-2006

(26  papers)
	
	
	
	

	Number
	9
	13
	4
	0

	Percent
	34.6
	50
	15.4
	0


Graph 1:
Faculty Ratings of Papers Before (2006) & After (2007) Rubric Orientation 
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C. Score Results
The table and graph below summarize how faculty scored the student work samples using the Daemen College Writing Rubric.  
Table 2:
	Student Scores on 2006-2007 CMP 101 Research Papers

	Score Level:
	Level 1

(1 or 1.5)
	Level 2

(2 or 2.5)
	Level 3

(3 or 3.5)
	Level 4

(4)
	Total

	Description of Rubric Level
	Meets expectations of an incoming student
	Meets expectations of a first year student

who has completed 

CMP 101
	Meets expectations of an upper-classman’s writing
	Writing similar to that of a college graduate or professional
	

	number
	21
	16
	3
	0
	40

	percent
	52.5
	40
	7.5
	0
	100


Graph 2:
Student Scores on CMP 101 Research Papers
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Few freshman student CMP 101 research papers achieved levels 3 or 4 on the rubric, levels which were designed to represent the writing of upperclassmen or college graduates.  Approximately 40% of students were at Level 2, the level that characterizes first year college students who have completed CMP 101, and just over fifty percent of students remain at level 1, the level expected of an incoming student. 
Faculty Observations

Following the rating of papers, evaluators shared their reflections on the process and the student work in a debriefing session.   Faculty noted that the papers they evaluated were consistent with the quality of papers they see in their classes.  One area of concern was students’ difficulty in making and sustaining an argument throughout a paper.  Some readers felt that this problem was especially evident when students wrote about a social issue or a “cause,” such as animal testing or school violence, compared to when they wrote about more focused literature or scientific research topics.  
Another area of concern was the use of appropriate research sources.  While students were generally conscientious about citing their sources (though not necessarily in a correct format), many papers included limited sources of information, including Wikipedia, “dotcom” websites, and People magazine, that are not considered appropriate for a college research paper.  While this evaluation day was designed to focus on the Communication competency, it also served to assess the Literacy in Information and Multimedia Technology competency.   During the evaluation, faculty attention to the rubric criteria for information literacy indicated that students need additional instruction in evaluating the appropriateness of sources for research, and in citing sources using discipline-appropriate styles such as APA, MLA, or AMA format.
Summary of Results
The data indicated that refining the rubric and providing evaluators with a more in-depth orientation to the interpretation and use of the rubric resulted in more consistent scoring across raters.  In the 2007 pilot project, 80% of papers received the same score from two evaluators, as compared to only 34.6% in the 2006 experiment.  The rubric evaluation session identified common areas of weakness in student writing, including the ability to make and sustain an argument, and the use of appropriate research sources.  Finally, the evaluation project results revealed that approximately 40% of the Fall freshman CMP 101 research papers were rated as Level 2, which is characterized by the writing rubric as meeting the expectations for a first year college student who has completed CMP 101.  The majority papers were rated as Level 1, which is characterized by the rubric as meeting the expectations for an incoming student.
III. Recommendations


The following is a brief summary of recommendations that emerged from evaluation debriefing session, and were circulated via email for participant feedback.

1. Share the writing rubric with faculty and students in all CMP 101 classes, to encourage writing and grading that are aligned with the objectives of CMP 101.
2. Share the writing rubric with instructors and students in writing intensive core courses. 
3. Investigate additional strategies, such as additional writing courses, to develop student writing upon entering.  One twelve week CMP course may not be sufficient to bring students’ writing level to where we’d like it to be at the end of their first year.  
4. Emphasize writing across the disciplines, within the majors, and not only in CMP or writing intensive courses, because some students not be exposed to writing instruction between CMP 101 and their capstone courses senior year.

5. Conduct additional writing evaluation projects, using the rubric on writing collected from students in the first weeks of the freshmen year, and at the end of their sophomore year.  Use this data to set a standard for what level of writing proficiency we expect our students to achieve at different points in their college careers.
	APPENDIX A: Daemen College Writing Rubric/Draft

	Level 4 – The paper  indicates that the author exhibits all of the following principles of writing (Meets expectations equal to a professional or college graduate):
	Level 2 – The paper  indicates that the author does all of the following: (Meets expectations of a first-year college student)

	□
	Thesis clearly stated and supported in body of paper by a variety of relevant facts, examples, and illustrations from experience, references to related readings, examples, detail. 
	□
	Thesis is clearly or implicitly stated and topic is partially limited. Thesis or purpose is minimally supported in body of paper by facts, examples, and details. 

	□
	Major points are organized and divided into paragraphs and signaled by use of transitions and sentence variety. Introduction and conclusion effectively related to the whole. (Coherence)
	□
	Essay is generally organized with major points divided into paragraphs and signaled by use of logic and transitions. Sentence variety is limited and monotonous. Introduction and conclusion are somewhat effective.

	□
	Voice, Diction, and Tone are consistent and appropriate to the college-level audience.
	□
	Voice, Diction, and Tone are adequate although often generic or predictable, informal, and conversational.

	□
	Few, if any, minor errors in sentence construction, usage, grammar, punctuation, or mechanics.
	□
	Errors in sentence structure, usage, grammar, punctuation, and mechanics do not interfere with writer’s ability to communicate the purpose but present obstacles.

	□
	Source material is incorporated logically and insightfully, and sources are documented fully and accurately.
	□
	Source material is incorporated adequately and usually is documented accurately.

	□
	
	□
	

	□
	
	□
	

	□
	
	□
	

	
	
	
	

	Level 3 – The paper  indicates that the author does all of the following: (Meets expectations of an upper-classman’s writing level)
	Level 1 – The paper indicates that the author does many or all of the following: (Does not meet expectations of a first-year college student)

	□
	Thesis or purpose is presented and well supported in body of paper by facts, examples, and illustrations from experience, references to related readings, examples, detail.
	□
	Thesis is unclear and/or inadequately supported in body of paper by few facts, examples, details. More than one paragraph with inadequate support. 

	□
	Most major points are organized and divided into paragraphs and signaled by use of logical transitions and consistent sentence variety. Introduction and conclusion effectively related to the whole.
	□
	Only some major points are organized and/or set off by paragraph. Transitions are abrupt, illogical, and weak. Sentence variation is limited and monotonous. Introduction and conclusion may be lacking, misdirected, or ineffective.

	□
	Voice, Diction, and Tone are consistent and appropriate to a college-level audience although somewhat generic or predictable in places.
	□
	Voice and Tone noticeably generic or inappropriate (e.g. first person narrative may predominate in an analysis assignment). Diction dominated by conversational language/slang or inaccuracies.

	□
	Minor or major errors in sentence construction, grammar, punctuation, usage, or mechanics do not detract from the essay’s mission or create obstacles for the reader.
	□
	Consistent major and minor errors in sentence construction, grammar, punctuation, usage, or mechanics that disrupt the writer’s ability to communicate the purpose.

	□
	Source material is incorporated logically, but in some cases, may create disconnectedness. Sources are documented accurately.
	□
	Source material incorporated but sometimes inappropriately or unclearly, creating coherence breaks. Documentation is accurate occasionally.

	□
	
	□
	

	□
	
	□
	

	□
	
	□
	Prepared by Dr. Karl Terryberry, 

Daemen College Writing Coordinator
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