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Philosophy
DACC values creative, flexible thinking and the ability to appreciate and respect diverse viewpoints.  General Education at DACC provides a broad foundation of knowledge, preparing students for an ever-changing global society.  Students in career-technical fields and those transferring to four-year institutions learn and develop skills that transcend disciplines. 

Student Learning Outcome 
Students will be able to communicate effectively

What course/courses did you gather the data from?

The CXC (Communication-Across-the-Curriculum) subcommittee (Susan Wood, Chair, Olga Viramontes, Pierre Laroche, Paul Mason, Terry Mount, Kristina Gordon, Amy Garcia, Steve Ludington, Greg Hammond, Sue Williams, Doug Layer) gathered writing artifacts from the following classes, organized by Division:

General Studies Division

· ENGL 218

· ENGL 211
· SOC 101

· MATH 210

· COMM 265
· PSY 201 
· GOVT 100

· GOVT 110 
· ART 101

Business and Information Technology
· CS 110

· BOT 109

· BOT 209

· BOT 105 
· PL S 180
· OECS 208

Health and Public Services
· ECED 115

· ECED 225

· ECED 255

· C EP 110

· HLS 150

· OERT 101

· OENA 104

The subcommittee normed themselves to the rubric prior to assessing the artifacts.
What data did you gather?

During Fall Semester 2006 faculty submitted artifacts written by students who had completed 45+ credit hours (non-developmental) at DACC, and who had also completed either CCDE 110 or ENGL 111.  Of the artifacts submitted, 97 were randomly selected for assessment.  Of the 97, the criteria applied to 93 of them. Two readers assessed each artifact on four components:  focus, organization, evidence and examples, and mechanics and grammar.   This makes for a total of 186 instances of assessment (93x2=186).  The results are as follows:
Rubric against which artifacts were assessed
	 Artifact #___
	DABCC CXC RUBRIC
	did it 

(1)
	mostly did it 

(2) 
	mostly didn't do it (3)
	didn't do it 

(4)

	FOCUS
	focus*
	the writing relates to the main point
	most of the writing relates to the main point
	most of the writing does not relate to the main point
	the writing does not relate to the main point

	
	organization*
	the writing is organized
	most of the writing is organized
	most of the writing is not organized
	the writing is not organized

	DEVELOPMENT
	evidence and examples*
	the writing includes relevant evidence and examples
	most of the writing includes relevant evidence and examples
	most of the writing does not include relevant evidence and examples
	the writing does not include relevant evidence and examples

	CLARITY
	mechanics and grammar*
	the writing follows task-specific conventions of paragraphing, sentence boundaries, usage, agreement, punctuation and spelling
	most of the writing follows task-specific conventions of paragraphing, sentence boundaries, usage, agreement, punctuation and spelling
	most of the writing does not follow task-specific conventions of paragraphing, sentence boundaries, usage, agreement, punctuation and spelling
	the writing does not follow task-specific conventions of paragraphing, sentence boundaries, usage, agreement, punctuation and spelling


Data Collected:

FOCUS

[image: image4.emf][image: image1.emf]
Passing/Acceptable: did it=116 instances; mostly did it=54 instances
Not Passing/Not Acceptable:  mostly didn’t do it=14 instances; didn’t do it=2 instances


ORGANIZATION


Passing/Acceptable: did it=103 instances; mostly did it=58 instances

Not Passing/Not Acceptable:  mostly didn’t do it=20 instances; didn’t do it=5 instances
EVIDENCE AND EXAMPLES
[image: image2.emf]

Passing/Acceptable: did it=108 instances; mostly did it=59 instances

Not Passing/Not Acceptable:  mostly didn’t do it=15 instances; didn’t do it=4 instances


CLARITY AND MECHANICS

[image: image3.emf]
Passing/Acceptable: did it=93 instances; mostly did it=74 instances 
Not Passing/Not Acceptable:  mostly didn’t do it=16 instances; didn’t do it=3 instances
There was a high level of inter-reader reliability.  87% of the time, the two readers agreed on pass/not passing for each component, which means that they both marked either a 1 or 2, or a 3 or 4.  68% of the time, the two readers also agreed on the number assigned to a specific component.  In other words, 68% of the time both of the readers marked the same number within the parameters of pass/not pass.
Pass(acceptable)/No Pass(not acceptable) Results by Artifact
	Pass/acceptable – 68 out of the 93 artifacts (73%) received “did it” and/or “mostly did it” in all categories.    

	No Pass – 13 out of 93 (14%) received an “mostly didn’t do it” or a “didn’t do it”| in at least one category.

	Split  -- 12 out of 93 (13%) were assessed differently by the two readers.  One of the readers assigned all “did it” or “mostly did it” and one of the readers assigned an “mostly didn’t do” or a “didn’t do it” in at least one category.


Pass(acceptable)/No Pass(not acceptable) Results by Component

*Each artifact was read by 2 faculty and there were 93 artifacts, for a total of 186 instances of assessment.
	Pass/Acceptable (“did it” or “mostly did it”)-- In focus there were 170 instances out of 186.  In organization there were 161 instances out of 186.  In evidence and examples there were 167 instances out of 186.  In clarity and mechanics there were 167 instances out our 186.  Note, however, that the distribution was different in clarity and mechanics than in the other three categories.

	No Pass/Not Acceptable (“mostly didn’t do it” or “didn’t do it”) – In focus, there were 16 out of a possible 186.  In organization there were 25 instances out of 186.  In evidence and examples there were 19 instances out 186.  In clarity and mechanics there were 19 instances out of 186.


What do the data tell you?

The data show that 73% of students at DACC who have 45+ credit hours are able to produce writing that meets the DACC writing criteria, and that using a rubric is a reliable way to assess student writing.  The data set on each component does not indicate one or two specifically weak areas; they are all close to the same in terms of passing (acceptable)/not passing (unacceptable).  But is 73% -- which is average – acceptable?  The CXC Sub-committee is interested in raising this percentage.  
What changes will you make based on the data?

The CSC sub-committee is interested in raising the percentage of artifacts that are assessed as passing (acceptable).  We propose professional development on designing writing assignments that are clear and require critical thinking in an effort to raise this percentage.  We will pilot an assessment session of writing assignment instructions in the second half of spring 2007 semester.  This will lead into a professional development activity during which we will present our “Planning a Successful Writing Project” tool and help faculty assess their writing assignments.  Our goal will be improve student writing by helping faculty write more effective writing assignments.
Appendices 
1. History of rubric creation
2. Data (see excel spreadsheet)
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