Spring 2012 Assessment Symposia 2/14/2012

Spring 2ou-Fall2012

A small pilot using AACU rubrics
Dept. of Communication
Sciences and Disorders

The Baseline Process

Spring: 2011
- Sampled a majority of students using the same question for all students
(UG and G) [total n=124]

 Scored using the AACU rubrics for written language and critical
thinking.

« Faculty read and scored the students’ work using the 2 AACU rubrics
for writing and critical thinking.

+ Inaddition, an outside reader from the writing center scored using the
same writing rubric.

 To have students do a self-assessment we asked them to provide a
score, based on the rubric. (one group of students did not self-score)
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The Assighnment

In recent years health care and healthy living have become
media ‘hot topics’ across all forms of media and all aspects
of health (e.g., specific health problems, particular disorders
such as autism, pharmaceutical marketing, prevention,
‘Obama care’, insurance provider marketing, and so much
more).

In not more than two pages, double-spaced, no less than 1opt
font, with 1” margins, please address the following question:

What are the pros and cons of the current use of media
serving as the primary sources of information for
individuals and families regarding health issues?

(see handout for full description of assignment)

Results

Reviewers » 'Written Communication -- Student Written Communication -- External ‘Written Communication -- Department

c

8 = b4 ” b4 . ]

E PP op¥. f PP ozr B oRPPo:r:l |8

S £ £ 3 ] £ £ 3 = ] £ £ g % T

S §F $IE g $8%F ii gs §: :1: g|e

2 ¥ 92 a3 € T 8 d E T 2 a £

5 T 82 3 & g 5 : 52 3 & g 5 g cg =z &, 2|E
¥ a o § 8 = BF o TS § 58 = BF o e § 5L = |08

c= 2 §% w =2 c=E £ §%2 o =2¢C eE £ 52 w 2T E

8% 5 »3 ¢ B2 F 3% 3 23 2 EE F 35 5 23 f B B|R

T 5 €% ET € £ 5 €% ET © c£&g 5 ©7% 2

StudentiD Program Tem | § 5 8 68 & 8= 8s 8 68 & 8= 88 8 68 & 8= 2
Average (all students) 4.00 3.00 3.00 200 3.33 323 239 206 184 119 192 188 212 184 194 123 219 1596 | 213
Average (Pre-BA) 400 3.00 300 200 3.00 326 251 207 1.87 148 205 200 205 165 195 143 215 2.00| 232
Average (BA) 4.00 3.00 3.00 200 4.00 321 221 190 1.63 1.03 191 174 210 179 1.67 0583 217 1.87| 213
Average (MA) #ER  HER HAE BEH BER #BW 247 223 200 113 182 1.93 229 217 2.29 162 233 2.07| 2.00
Average (AuD) HEE  #EH  HEE  #@8 BBH 300 233 207 193 087 177 179 206 1.83 178 056 2.06 1.86( 1.84

Kathy Coufal, PhD, Dept CSD

2/14/2012



Spring 2012 Assessment Symposia 2/14/2012

alysis

Written language

+ It was determined that students’ scores were more positive
than those of faculty or outside reviewer’s scores (students
average: 3; faculty average: 1.84; outside reader: 1.79).

 There were no significant differences between
undergraduate and graduate students’ performance.

+ There were no specific areas more deficit than other areas
rated on the rubric.

Analysis

Critical thinking
 [No outsider reviewer used for scoring]

+ It was determined that students’ scores were more positive
than those of faculty scores (students average: 3; faculty
average: 2.11).

¢+ There were no significant differences between
undergraduate and graduate students’ performance.

» There were no specific areas more deficit than other areas
rated on the rubric.
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Conclusions from Baseline

Overall

Faculty need to agree on use of zero as an option for scoring
(this was not standardized in advance)

Students paid little regard to the rubric, although they were
given the rubric and told that was the basis for scoring.

Students need a more thorough understanding of the meaning
of the criteria stated on the rubric.

Because this was a baseline, we intentionally did not give them
direction regarding how to best address the elements of the
rubric. Such basic instruction would be beneficial.

Aclusions from Baseline

continued

5. Composing a question that can be used across students with
such diverse content knowledge is difficult.

6. It took each reader an average of 15 minutes per paper to read
and score.

7. Faculty felt that giving written comments to students would be
beneficial to them for future writing, but that would add
substantially to the time required for reading and scoring.

8. Follow-up feedback to students, generally, will be important

and a re-assessment following intentional instruction on the
target skills will provide guidance for further curriculum
development and implementation.
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ollow-up Fall 2011

November, 2011: All MA and AuD students given the same question as
Spring 2011. (n=70 students)

This provided a re-assessment of students who were in their last
semester undergraduate program in CSD at WSU, in the spring of 2011,
and are now first-semester graduate students and all graduate students
who were in the MA or AuD program in the spring of 2o11.

This provided baseline information on all newly admitted MA and AuD
sﬁudents who completed the undergraduate major at Universities other
than WSU.

Students were given feedback regarding performance on the baseline
measures and some instruction on how to use the rubric as a guide to
better writing performance.

Process

Students given a month to complete the assignment

Scored only for writing and not critical thinking

Because there was good agreement between faculty
and outside reviewer, it was concluded that we could
rely solely on outside reader.

Secured assessment funds to pay outside reader from
the writing center
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Results
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Average (AuD) 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.60 225 2000 175 0.75 1.50 1.65

Analysis

* Overall scores improved by .42 on the 4 pt scale (1.88
to>30)

e All subgroups of students assessed improved except
AuD.

e Emphasis on writing in all classes and graduate
colloquium may account for improved scores

* Overall, students remain below desired target
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What’s next?

* All new applicants to UG major will be writing an
essay to be used for evaluation using rubric

e Students to be assessed annually for purposes of
tracking progress

e Formulating questions that can be used for UG as well
as G is challenging—we are reconsidering options

Questions remaining

* Should the essay question be more content specific?

e [s there value in subscribing to an online writing
program for students’ independent use?

* What other intervention strategies would enhance
student performance?

e How to individualize
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